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SECTION 1 
Project Description 

1.1 Introduction 
The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to implement the Copper 
Sulfate Application Project (proposed project). The proposed project would apply copper sulfates 
to treat harmful aquatic vascular plants and algae at Alabama Gates, Merritt Cut, the North and 
South Haiwee Reservoirs, and other possible areas along its drinking water conveyance system, 
as necessary, to protect drinking water supplies and its water distribution system from harmful 
toxic algae blooms. These algae blooms and pondweed growths adversely affect flows at the 
intake structure to Owens Lake, to which LADWP provides water via the Los Angeles Aqueduct.  

1.2  Project Background 
LADWP is the nation’s largest municipal utility. It provides power and drinking water to 
approximately four million customers in the City of Los Angeles. LADWP owns and operates a 
complex water distribution system that includes the Los Angeles Aqueduct, reservoirs, and 
canals. The system of water conveyances begins in the north in Mono County and terminates at 
the Los Angeles Filtration Plant in Sylmar. After treatment in Sylmar, drinking water is 
distributed through a system of pipelines and reservoirs to the end users. LADWP owns and 
operates its own distribution system.   

LADWP also provides water to Owens Lake via the Los Angeles Aqueduct for dust control 
purposes. Growth of algae on the concrete-lined portions of the Los Angeles Aqueduct and intake 
screens has significantly affected the ability of water to flow into Owens Lake, and continued 
algae growth will prevent LADWP from meeting the demand requirements of the Owens Lake 
Dust Mitigation Project. The current rate of algae growth without algaecide treatment would 
overcome the mechanical ability to keep the intakes clear. Thus, chemical application in the form 
of copper sulfate proves a more viable option for LADWP to manage the vegetation growth to 
ensure adequate water flow to Owens Lake and its overall distribution function. 

LADWP has determined through research that algaecides and aquatic herbicides are considered 
the most effective means of reducing the target algae without adverse effects on non-target 
organisms over several other alternatives, such as biological methods. Biological methods such as 
the introduction of ducks or other wildlife are not suitable as there may be impacts to water 
quality from animal feces, increases in turbidity levels and nutrients, and impacts to other 
existing, desirable species. Mechanical or physical removal was determined to be ineffective for 
the targeted vegetation because it removes algae only for a short period of time. Physical removal 
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requires having to shut down all flows on a daily basis in order to effectively brush the algae off 
of the intake screens. In the past, removal had to be performed up to three times per night to 
maintain adequate flows due to all the algae buildup. 

1.3  Project Location 
The project proposes to apply copper sulfate to concrete-lined areas along the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct (particularly at Alabama Gates and Merritt Cut) and two reservoir locations (North 
Haiwee and South Haiwee Reservoirs) in Inyo County, California. Figure 1 shows the proposed 
project location. The Alabama Gates (Figure 2) is located on the Los Angeles Aqueduct 
approximately 5 miles north of Lone Pine, in the Owens Valley. Downstream of the Alabama 
Gates are two spill gates that control flow into the Owens Lake as part of the Owens Lake Dust 
Mitigation Project. North and South Haiwee Reservoir are located approximately 28 miles south 
of Lone Pine, and Merritt Cut is located between the two reservoirs (Figure 3).  

1.4  Project Objectives 
The objectives of the proposed project are to:  

• Improve obstructed flows of water supply by treatment for aquatic vascular plants and algae 
growth when necessary. 

• Meet demand of flow as required by the Owens Lake Dust Mitigation Project. 

• Reduce aquatic algal growth and plant growth without impact to non-target species. 

1.5  Project Description 
In the past, LADWP has treated portions of their water supply distribution system with copper 
sulfate. LADWP applied for coverage under a statewide General National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Residual Aquatic Pesticide Discharges to Waters of the 
United States from Algae and Aquatic Weed Control Applications, Order No. 2013-002-DWQ, 
NPDES No. CAG990005 from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for 
application of algaecides (copper sulfate) to control weeds and invasive species within LADWP 
water supply facilities. In addition, applications of copper sulfate within the jurisdiction of the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) require an exemption to the Basin 
Plan. The proposed project would administer copper sulfate as an algaecide to treat for aquatic 
vascular plants and algae growth, such as filamentous green algae, Cladophora, and the pond 
weed, Potomageton, which over time have obstructed flows, impairing water supply in 
LADWP’s distribution system. Copper sulfate algaecides have proven to be effective at reducing 
target algae in water bodies without adverse effects on non-target organisms. Copper sulfate 
treatment would either be applied aerially by helicopter or be delivered to the site via truck and 
applied directly to the water from a dry chemical feeder (hopper). Copper sulfate applications 
would occur up to five times per year. Copper sulfate treatment would usually be scheduled 
during daylight hours and may continue into the night, if necessary. 
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The amount of copper sulfate to be applied during each application event would differ depending 
on the area and amount of algae present in the application area. Dosage would be determined 
based on the manufacturer’s recommendation and on the flow in the receiving water body at the 
time of treatment. LADWP would comply with the threshold concentration of copper in water set 
by the California Toxics Rule (40 CFR 131.38). Copper sulfate would be stored at LADWP’s 
existing Van Norman Chemical Depot in Sylmar, California. 

LADWP has prepared an Aquatic Pesticides Application Plan (APAP) Monitoring Plan (see 
Appendix A). This plan provides guidance for monitoring before, during, and after each copper 
sulfate application event and is described further under Section 1.7. 

Copper sulfate would be applied by LADWP personnel, contractor, or subcontractor with a 
Qualified Applicator Certificate or License issued by the State of California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation (Licensing Certification Program). Certificate and license holders are trained 
to ensure that algaecides are applied at rates consistent with label requirements and in a manner 
that avoids potential adverse effects. 

Aerial Application 
For treatment of the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs, the copper sulfate would be applied 
aerially via a helicopter and discharged as close as possible to the surface of the water to prevent 
drift of the crystals. Trained staff would check wind speeds prior to aerial application events to 
determine if the speeds are low enough to safely and accurately apply the copper sulfate. The 
copper sulfate would be applied only if wind speeds fall below 10 miles per hour to mitigate any 
wind-driven transfer of the copper sulfate crystals outside the desired application area. 
Approximately 2,500 lb of copper sulfate would be applied during each treatment event, with 
1,250 lb allocated to each individual reservoir.  

The copper sulfate would be transferred via truck from the Van Norman Chemical Depot to the 
Lone Pine airport, where the helicopter would pick up the copper sulfate. The treatment area of 
the reservoir is dependent on the location, spread, and type of algae. However, a maximum of 
50 percent of the reservoir would be treated at each application event, with a 75-foot clear area 
near the shorelines. This would equate to a maximum treated area of approximately 0.47 square 
miles for North Haiwee Reservoir and 0.6 square miles for South Haiwee Reservoir. 

Direct Application 
For treatment at Merritt Cut, Alabama Gates, or concrete-lined areas along the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct, small granules of copper sulfate would be applied directly into the treatment area. A 
truck would transport an LADWP auger feeder from either the Cottonwood or Los Angeles 
Aqueduct Filtration Plant to the Merritt Cut, Alabama Gates, or other concrete-line areas along 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct where algae treatment may be required. Copper sulfate would be 
transferred directly from the feeder into the water. A hose attached to the auger feeder would be 
lowered to near the surface of the water, which prevents possibility for drift.  
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Power for the auger feeder would be supplied via an extension cord to nearby facilities, if present, 
or a power generator or truck engine. Prior to application, valves leading to Owens Lake would 
be closed to ensure that no water from the Los Angeles Aqueduct treated with copper sulfate 
would be introduced to the Owens Lake Dust Mitigation Project area.  

1.6  Project Construction 
The proposed project would not include a construction phase. No new facilities would be required 
and no construction would occur. Existing facilities would be used for storage of materials and 
operational activities. 

1.7  Operation and Maintenance Activities 
Operation 
The algaecide would be applied by existing, trained, and certified LADWP personnel using 
properly maintained and calibrated equipment capable of delivering desired volumes of copper 
sulfate. However, should a spill occur, staff would follow LADWP’s established emergency 
response procedures and refer to the material safety data sheet (MSDS) for instructions on 
containing and cleaning up the spill (see Appendix B). Emergency response and MSDS 
procedures would be reviewed regularly by LADWP staff. A copy of the emergency response 
procedures and material safety data sheets would be available on-site during each treatment. 
Cleanup equipment would be kept in good working order and would be readily available at each 
application site.  

Monitoring 
LADWP has prepared the APAP Monitoring Plan for the proposed project; it is attached as 
Appendix A. This plan includes monitoring actions to be conducted prior to and after each copper 
sulfate application event. Monitoring locations would be chosen and monitoring parameters 
would be delineated as outlined in the APAP Monitoring Plan. 

Up to three LADWP staff would conduct 3 days of monitoring for each application event. 
Monitoring would occur the day before the copper sulfate application event, the day of the event, 
and within 2 days after the event.  

Biological and Sediment Monitoring 
Biological and sediment monitoring is designed to evaluate the magnitude and extent of potential 
impacts to non-target organisms and rare/threated or endangered species during and following 
copper sulfate applications for algae, and to evaluate post-project recovery of biological 
communities following discontinuation of all copper sulfate applications. This type of monitoring 
is proposed for the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs. The Alabama Gates, Merritt Cut, or other 
concrete-lined areas along the Los Angeles Aqueduct systems are expected to have extremely 
limited (or absent) biological communities due to the high current conditions within a concrete 
channel resulting in sediments not being expected to accumulate.  
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Assessment of benthic macroinvertebrate communities, zooplankton communities, and 
chlorophyll-a would be assessed annually as delineated in the APAP Monitoring Plan. As per the 
requirements of the APAP Monitoring Plan, LADWP would submit the results of all water 
column monitoring to the Lahontan RWQCB within 30 days from the copper sulfate application 
event, and results of the biological and sediment monitoring no later than 120 days from the date 
of the annual monitoring event. 

1.8  Project Approvals 
This Initial Study (IS)/ Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared to meet all of 
the substantive and procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). Accordingly, LADWP is 
the Lead Agency for the proposed project. This IS/MND may be utilized for future project 
approvals from other agencies.  

LADWP applied for coverage under a statewide General NPDES Permit from the SWRCB for 
application of algaecides (copper sulfate) to control weeds and invasive species within LADWP 
water supply facilities. The Notice of Applicability, along with approval of the associated APAP, 
was received from the SWRCB on October 15, 2018. General NPDES Permit No. CAG990005 
(Order No. 2013-0002-DWQ) requires strict compliance with the California Toxics Rule (CTR) 
criteria. The SWRCB implements CTR criteria with the Policy for Implementation of Toxics 
Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California, also known as 
the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and applicable Basin Plans. Therefore, any aquatic pesticide 
that contains a priority pollutant, such as copper, would be prohibited from being applied in 
concentrations that would exceed applicable water quality criteria outside an established mixing 
zone.  

Section 5.3 of the SIP provides a categorical exemption from the toxics standards where the 
discharge is necessary to implement control measures: (1) for resource or pest management or 
(2) to meet statutory requirements under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act or California Health 
and Safety Code, or for certain maintenance and cleaning activities. LADWP’s purposes for 
applying aquatic algaecides (copper sulfate) to water system facilities are to: (1) improve 
obstructed flows of water supply by treatment for aquatic vascular plants and algae growth when 
necessary; (2) meet demand of flow as required by the Owens Lake Dust Mitigation Project; and 
(3) reduce aquatic algal growth and plant growth without impact to non-target species. Therefore, 
the proposed applications meet the standards for a categorical exemption to the toxics standards.  
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SECTION 2 
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 

1. Project Title: Copper Sulfate Application Project 
 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Julie Van Wagner  
(213) 367-5295 
 

4. Project Location: Los Angeles Aqueduct: Merritt Cut, Alabama 
Gates, North Haiwee Reservoir, South 
Haiwee Reservoir 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and 
Address: 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

6. General Plan Designation(s): Natural Resources, State and Federal Lands 
 

7. Zoning: Open Space, Forty-Acre Minimum and Other  
 

8. Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to 
later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its 
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.) 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is proposing to implement the 
Copper Sulfate Application Project (proposed project). The proposed project would use copper 
sulfates to treat harmful aquatic vascular plants and algae at Alabama Gates, Merritt Cut, the 
North and South Haiwee Reservoirs, and other possible areas along concrete-lined area of the Los 
Angeles Aqueduct, as necessary, to protect drinking water supplies and its water distribution 
system from harmful toxic algae blooms. 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting. (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.) 

The proposed project areas are generally surrounded by undeveloped State and Federal Lands.  

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 

• Coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board, National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System General Permit for Residual Aquatic Pesticide Discharges to Waters of 
the United States from Algae and Aquatic Weed Control Applications, Order No. 2013-002-
DWQ, NPDES No. CAG990005.  

• Prohibition Exemption to use Aquatic Pesticides from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
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11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code 
section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for 
example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, 
procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 

A list of the California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
proposed project area was received from the Native American Heritage Commission on 
August 21, 2018.  

Letters were sent on October 23, 2018, to the following potentially affiliated tribes: 

Tribe Representative Title 

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley Ms. Genevieve Jones Chairperson 

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley Ms. Danelle Gutierrez Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer 

Bishop Paiute Tribe Mr. Bill Vega Chairperson 

Fort Independence Indian Community of 
Paiutes 

Mr. Norman Wilder Chairperson 

Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Tribe Ms. Mary Wuester Chairperson 

No responses were received. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry Resources ☐ Air Quality 

☒ Biological Resources ☐ Cultural Resources ☐ Energy 

☐ Geology/Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

☐ Hydrology/Water Quality ☐ Land Use/Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 

☐ Noise ☐ Population/Housing ☐ Public Services 

☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation ☐ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☐ Utilities/Service Systems ☐ Wildfire ☒ Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 
 
☐ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

☒ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis 
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.  

☐ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required.  

 
 
    
Signature  Date 
 
    
Signature Date 
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2.1 Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public 
Resources Code Section 21099, would the 
project: 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of 
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant. The proposed project would not require any new structures or 

facilities and no ground disturbance would be required. The proposed project would be 
composed of operational activities involving the periodic application of copper sulfate to 
reservoirs and portions of the Los Angeles Aqueduct that are impacted by the growth of 
vascular aquatic plants and algae. The proposed application areas are located in remote 
areas. Application processes would require a helicopter or truck to apply the copper 
sulfate to the remediation area. These would be visible only during application of the 
copper sulfate, which would only take place up to five times a year. A less than 
significant impact would occur. 

b) Less than Significant. The nearest scenic highway to the proposed project would be 
State Route (SR) 190, located approximately 16 miles east of the North Haiwee Reservoir 
(Caltrans 2018). This portion of SR 190 is an Officially Designated State Scenic 
Highway and National Scenic Byway. In addition, a portion of US Highway 395 located 
approximately 300 feet east of the Alabama Gates application area considered an Eligible 
State Scenic Highway, not yet officially designated as is another portion of US Highway 
395 approximately 3,000 feet from the North and South Haiwee Reservoir. The proposed 
project does not include any construction or new facilities; the proposed project involves 
periodic operational activities which would occur only up to five times per year. The 
application of copper sulfate along the proposed project areas would not degrade scenic 
resources within a scenic highway. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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c) No Impact. The proposed project areas would be located within non-urbanized areas. 
However, the proposed project would not include construction activities or 
implementation of new facilities. Additionally, trucks and helicopters would use existing 
LADWP facilities as landing pads and truck routes. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not alter or degrade the visual character of the proposed project area or its 
surroundings. No impact would occur. 

d) Less than Significant. The proposed project would not result in any new sources of 
substantial light or glare. Application of copper sulfate is generally scheduled during the 
daytime, extending into the night if necessary. If nighttime activities are required, normal 
lighting associated with truck usage and helicopter lighting could be used. However, 
lighting would be shielded if possible and pointed away from open space areas. The 
periodic use of lighting would not adversely affect daytime or nighttime view in the area, 
and impacts would be considered less than significant.  

References 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2018. California Scenic Highway Mapping 

System. Available online at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/. Accessed on 
October 16, 2018. 
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2.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES — 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.  
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The proposed project area is not within the vicinity of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. As such, the operations of the 
proposed project would not convert any agricultural lands for non-agricultural use. No 
impact would occur (DOC 2018a).   

b) No Impact. Inyo County does not offer Williamson Act contracts (DOC 2018b). In 
addition, the proposed project area would be located within or near reservoirs or the 
Los Angeles Aqueduct, on land owned and operated by LADWP and not land zoned for 
agricultural use. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict 
with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would 
occur. 

c,d) No Impact. The proposed project would include operational activities related to the 
application of copper sulfate into existing facilities owned and operated by LADWP. In 
addition, there are no forest lands near the proposed project vicinity (Inyo County 2013). 
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No timberland or forest land would be impacted by implementation of the proposed 
project. No impact would occur.  

e) No Impact. As discussed above, the proposed project area is not located on land 
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
timberland, or forest land. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not 
convert farmland or forestland, and no impact would occur. 

References 
California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2018a. California Important Farmland Finder. 

Available online at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed on 
October 16, 2018.  

DOC. 2018b. Land Conservation (Williamson) Act Questions and Answers. Available online at: 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/wa/Pages/LCA_QandA.aspx. Accessed on 
October 16, 2018.  

Inyo County. 2013. Inyo County General Plan, Zoning Code Maps. Available online at: 
http://inyoplanning.org/projects/GPandZoningUpdates.htm. Accessed on October 16, 2018. 
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2.3 Air Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY —  
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
The proposed project site is located within the Great Basin Valleys Air Basin (Air Basin), which 
is an approximately 13,975-square-mile area encompassing all of Alpine, Mono, and Inyo 
Counties. The terrain and geographical location determine the distinctive climate of the Air 
Basin, as it is a basin with surrounding mountains that trap the air and its pollutants within the 
basin. 

The ambient concentrations of air pollutants are determined by the amount of emissions released 
by sources and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute such emissions. Natural factors 
that affect transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and sunlight. 
Therefore, existing air quality conditions in the area are determined by such natural factors as 
topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the amount of emissions released by existing 
air pollutant sources. 

The climate of the Air Basin is influenced by the Sierra Nevada mountains. The climate is 
generally semiarid to arid with low precipitation, abundant sunshine, frequent winds, moderate to 
low humidity, and a high potential for evapotranspiration. The extent and severity of pollutant 
concentrations in the Air Basin is a function of the area’s natural physical characteristics (weather 
and topography) and man-made influences (development patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as 
wind, sunlight, temperature, humidity, rainfall, and topography all affect the accumulation and 
dispersion of pollutants throughout the Air Basin, making it an area of high pollution potential. 
The Air Basin’s meteorological conditions, in combination with regional topography, are 
conducive to the formation and retention of ozone, which is a secondary pollutant that forms 
through photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. The greatest air pollution impacts throughout 
the Air Basin typically occur from June through September. Pollutant concentrations in the Air 
Basin vary with location, season, and time of day. 



2. Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 
 

Copper Sulfate Application Project 17 ESA /  D160626.19 
IS/MND June 2019 

Regulatory Framework 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes Federal air quality standards and specifies future dates for 
achieving compliance. The CAA also mandates that the State submit and implement a SIP for 
areas not meeting these standards. SIPs must include pollution control measures that demonstrate 
how the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) will be met. The 1990 amendments 
to the CAA identify specific emission reduction goals for areas not meeting the NAAQS. These 
amendments require both a demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment and 
incorporation of additional sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones. Title I 
(Nonattainment Provisions) is the section of the CAA that is most applicable to the proposed 
project. 

Title I requirements are implemented for the purpose of attaining NAAQS for the following 
primary and secondary criteria pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 
10 micrometers or less (PM10), and lead. Primary pollutants such as CO, NO2, SO2, and PM are 
emitted directly from the sources, where secondary pollutants, such as ozone, are pollutants that 
are formed in the atmosphere through a chemical reaction between gases. Ozone is formed in the 
atmosphere through a chemical reaction between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) in the presence of sunlight under favorable meteorological conditions such as 
high temperatures and stagnation episodes. The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to include 
an 8-hour standard for ozone and to adopt a NAAQS for fine particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). The NAAQS were also amended in 
September 2006 to include an established methodology for calculating PM2.5 as well as revoking 
the annual PM10 threshold.  

Table 2-1 shows the NAAQS currently in effect for each criteria pollutant. The Air Basin is an 
area designated as non-attainment as it does not currently meet NAAQS for certain pollutants 
regulated under the CAA.  
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TABLE 2-1 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND INYO COUNTY ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
State 

Standard 

Attainment Status 
for  

California Standard 

Federal 
Primary 

Standard 
Attainment Status for 

Federal Standard 

Ozone 
8 Hour 0.070 ppm 

Non-Attainment 
0.070 ppm 

Attainment 
1 Hour 0.09 ppm --- 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

8 Hour 9.0 ppm 
Attainment 

9 ppm 
Attainment 

1 Hour 20 ppm 35 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Annual 

Average 0.030 ppm 
Attainment 

0.053 ppm 
Attainment 

1 Hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Annual 
Average --- 

Attainment 

0.030 ppm 

Attainment 24 Hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 

1 Hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm 

Respirable 
Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
20 µg/m3 

Non-Attainment 
--- 

Non-Attainment 

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
12 µg/m3 

Attainment 
12.0 µg/m3 

Attainment 

24 Hour --- 35 µg/m3 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Attainment --- --- 

Lead 

Calendar 
Quarter --- 

Attainment 

1.5 µg/m3 

Attainment 
30-Day 
Average 1.5 µg/m3 --- 

3-Month 
Rolling 

Average 
--- 0.15 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm Attainment No Federal 
Standard --- 

Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 0.010 ppm No information 
available --- --- 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 

8 Hour 

Extinction of 
0.23/km; 

visibility of 
10 miles or 

more 

Unclassified No Federal 
Standard --- 

 
ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
 
SOURCE: CARB 2016; CARB 2017. 
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The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the state to 
achieve and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest 
practical date. The CAAQS apply to the same criteria pollutants as the CAA but also include 
state-identified criteria pollutants, which include sulfates, visibility-reducing particles, hydrogen 
sulfide, and vinyl chloride. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has primary 
responsibility for ensuring the implementation of the CCAA,1 responding to the CAA planning 
requirements applicable to the state, and regulating emissions from motor vehicles and consumer 
products within the state. Table 2-1 shows the CAAQS currently in effect for each of the criteria 
pollutants as well as the other pollutants recognized by the state. As shown in Table 2-1, the 
CAAQS include more stringent standards than the NAAQS for most of the criteria air pollutants. 
Currently CO, NO2, SO2, PM2.5 and Lead are in attainment for both CAAQS and NAAQS. 
However, ozone and PM10 are designated as non-attainment for CAAQS. PM10 is designated as 
non-attainment for NAAQS. 

The Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) maintains a network of air 
quality monitoring stations located throughout the Air Basin to measure ambient pollutant 
concentrations. The Bishop-line station, which is approximately 60 miles north of the proposed 
project site, is the monitoring station most representative of the proposed project site. This station 
monitors ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. There are no monitoring stations representative of the 
proposed project site that monitor for CO, NO2, or SO2. The pollutant ambient concentration data 
for 2015 to 2017 are summarized in Table 2-2. As shown, there were days that ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5 exceeded the CAAQS and/or NAAQS standards.  

Sensitive Receptors and Locations 
Certain population groups, such as children, elderly, and acutely and chronically ill persons 
(especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases), are considered more sensitive to the potential 
effects of air pollution than others. Sensitive receptors are defined as any residence, including 
single-family homes, condominiums, apartments, and living quarters, schools, preschools, 
daycare centers, and health facilities such as hospitals or retirement and nursing homes. Sensitive 
receptors also include long-term care hospitals, hospices, prisons, and dormitories or similar 
live-in housing. The closest sensitive receptors appear to be scattered residences approximately 
600 feet south of the South Haiwee Reservoir, 600 feet north of the North Haiwee Reservoir, 
greater than 3,000 feet west of the North Haiwee Reservoir, and 1,000 feet north of the Alabama 
Gates. All other air quality sensitive receptors are located at greater distances from the proposed 
project site.  

                                                      
1  Chapter 1568 of the Statutes of 1988. 
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TABLE 2-2 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA  

Pollutant/Standard a 2015 2016 2017 

O3 (1-hour) 
Maximum Concentration (ppm) 
Days > CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 

0.076 
0 

0.070 
0 

0.077 
0 

O3 (8-hour) 
Maximum Concentration (ppm) 
4th High Concentration (ppm) 
Days > CAAQS (0.070 ppm) 
Days > NAAQS (0.070 ppm) 

0.070 
0.063 

0 
0 

0.066 
0.065 

0 
0 

0.072 
0.065 

1 
1 

PM10 (24-hour) 
Maximum Concentration (µg/m3)  
Days > CAAQS (50 µg/m3) 
Days > NAAQS (150 µg/m3) 
PM10 (Annual Average) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean (20 µg/m3) 

289 
* 

1 
16.3 

* 

74.9 
* 
0 

16.5 
* 

215.7 
* 
2 

18.5 
* 

PM2.5 (24-hour) 
Maximum Concentration (µg/m3) 
4th High Concentration (µg/m3) 
Days > NAAQS (35 µg/m3) 
PM2.5 (Annual) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean (CAAQS/NAAQS 12 µg/m3) 

97.1 
31 
3 
* 
* 

19.8 
14.4 

0 
4 
* 

21.0 
16.4 

0 
4.7 
* 

 
a ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; *Data not available 
 
SOURCES: CARB; 2019  
 

 

Thresholds of Significance 
Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.7), a lead agency may consider using, 
when available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management 
district or air pollution control district when making determinations of significance. The 
GBUAPCD does not have adopted thresholds or methodologies for determining significance of 
projects within its jurisdiction. As such, it permits the Lead Agency to determine the appropriate 
methodology and thresholds by which to analyze projects. Because the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) thresholds are more conservative than those of the nearest 
Air Districts, the analysis itself is more conservative. As such, the SCAQMD’s Guidance and 
thresholds will be used to determine the significance of this project. The potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed project are, therefore, evaluated according to the most recent thresholds 
adopted by the SCAQMD in connection with its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Air Quality 
Analysis Guidance Handbook, and subsequent SCAQMD guidance as discussed previously.2  

                                                      
2  While the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook contains significance thresholds for lead, project construction 

and operation would not include sources of lead emissions and would not exceed the established thresholds for 
lead. Unleaded fuel and unleaded paints have virtually eliminated lead emissions from commercial and residential 
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Construction Emissions 
The proposed project does not have construction-related activities. 

Operational Emissions 
As discussed above, the GBUAPCD does not have adopted thresholds or methodologies for 
determining significance of projects within its jurisdiction. The SCAQMD’s thresholds are the 
more conservative than those of the nearest Air Districts and are thus used to determine 
significance of this project. The SCAQMD has established numerical emission indicators of 
significance for operations in part based on Section 182(e) of the Clean Air Act, which identifies 
10 tons per year of VOC as a significance level for stationary source emissions in extreme non-
attainment areas for ozone (SCAQMD 1993). As shown in Table 2-1 the Inyo County attainment 
status, which is part of the Great Basin Valley Air Basin, is designated as non-attainment for the 
state ozone standard and attainment for the federal ozone standard. Thus, since Inyo County has a 
lesser non-attainment designation than the South Coast Air Basin, the use of the SCAQMD 
significance level for the proposed project is conservative and health protective. The SCAQMD 
converted the 10 tons per year of VOC significance level to pounds per day for ozone precursor 
emissions (10 tons per year × 2,000 pounds per ton ÷ 365 days per year = 55 pounds per day). 
The numeric indicators for other pollutants are also based on federal stationary source 
significance levels. Based on the thresholds in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the 
proposed project would potentially cause or contribute to an exceedance of an ambient air quality 
standard if the following would occur: 

• Regional operational emissions exceed any of the following SCAQMD prescribed daily 
regional emissions thresholds (SCAQMD 2015): 

– 55 pounds a day for VOC 

– 55 pounds per day for NOx 

– 550 pounds per day for CO 

– 150 pounds per day for SO2 

– 150 pounds per day for PM10 

– 55 pounds per day for PM2.5 

In addition, the SCAQMD has developed a methodology to assess the potential for localized 
emissions to cause an exceedance of applicable ambient air quality standards. Impacts would be 
considered significant if the following were to occur:  

• Maximum daily localized emissions of NOx and/or CO during operation are greater than the 
applicable localized significance thresholds, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in 
the vicinity of the proposed project site greater than the most stringent ambient air quality 
standards for NO2 and/or CO (SCAQMD 2015). 

                                                      
land use projects such as the proposed project. As a result, lead emissions are not further evaluated in this 
document. 
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• Maximum daily localized emissions of PM10 and/or PM2.5 during operation are greater than 
the applicable localized significance thresholds, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations 
in the vicinity of the proposed project site to exceed 2.5 μg/m3 over 24 hours. 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
With respect to the formation of CO hotspots, the proposed project would be considered 
significant if the following would occur within one-quarter mile of a sensitive receptor: 

• The proposed project would cause or contribute to an exceedance of the CAAQS 1-hour or 8-
hour CO standards of 20 or 9.0 parts per million (ppm), respectively. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Based on criteria set forth by the SCAQMD, the proposed project would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants if any of the following were to 
occur (SCAQMD 1993; SCAQMD 2015): 

• The proposed project would emit carcinogenic materials or toxic air contaminants that exceed 
the maximum incremental cancer risk of ten in one million or a cancer burden greater than 
0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas greater than or equal to one in one million) or an acute or 
chronic hazard index of 1.0. 

Odors 
With respect to odors, the proposed project would be considered significant if it created 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  

Air quality assumptions, emissions calculation, and emissions summaries used for this analysis 
can be found in Appendix C. 

a)  Less than Significant. The 2016 Owens Valley SIP was prepared to accommodate 
growth, reduce the levels of pollutants within the areas under the jurisdiction of 
GBUAPCD, return clean air to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. 
Projects that are considered consistent with the SIP would not interfere with attainment 
because this growth is included in the projections used in the formulation of the SIP. 

The proposed project site is located in Inyo County and is subject to the County General 
Plan. The proposed project is the application of copper sulfate to control algae and does 
not include housing or long-term employment. As such, the proposed project would not 
generate growth beyond the range of development anticipated within the regional forecast 
for Inyo County. The proposed project would not increase or induce residential density 
growth or employment. 

As the proposed project would not induce a growth increase and regional emission would 
be less than regulatory thresholds (as detailed under b) below), the proposed project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2016 Owens Valley SIP, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 
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b)  Less than Significant. The proposed project is in non-attainment for ozone (state) and 
PM10 (state and federal). Therefore, to determine if the proposed project would conflict 
with attainment of the 2016 Owens Valley SIP and have the potential to exceed NAAQS 
or CAAQS, operational emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 are compared to the 
SCAQMD’s regulatory thresholds.  

Operational criteria pollutant emissions were calculated for helicopter application, direct 
application, monitoring, and commuting. Results of the non-attainment criteria pollutant 
calculations are presented in Table 2-3. The analysis assumes 3 days of monitoring, 
1 day of application, and assumes as a worst-case scenario that the commute to the site is 
daily and comes from Sylmar. Distances for chemicals and feeders are assumed to come 
from the furthest identified potential location. It is anticipated that a full 8 hours would be 
used for direct application, while application via aircraft would take approximately 
30 minutes per application with a total of eight take-offs and landings lasting 
approximately 10 minutes each. As shown, the operational daily emissions for the 
non-attainment criteria and precursor pollutants (VOC, NOx, and PM10) would be below 
the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. 

TABLE 2-3 
MAXIMUM UNMITIGATED REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY)a 

Source VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Helicopter Application 1 9 13 2 -b -b 

Direct application 1 8 12 <1 <1 <1 

Monitoring 4 21 18 5 1 1 

Commuting 2 6 50 <1 1 <1 

Maximum Daily Emissions  8 43 93 6 2 1 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

 
a Totals may not add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations. Combined rows account for overlapping emissions from the 

listed activities. Detailed emissions calculations are provided in Appendix C 
b   The Aviation Environmental Design Tool does not calculate particulate matter emissions for helicopters. 
 
SOURCE: ESA 2019 
 

 

Future operations would generate ozone precursors (i.e., VOCs and NOx), and PM10. As 
shown in Table 2-3 and discussed under Section 2.3 (c) below, the proposed project 
would not exceed the regional significance thresholds nor would it result in significant 
localized impacts. Therefore, emissions are not expected to result in ground-level 
concentrations that exceed the NAAQS or CAAQS. Based on SCAQMD methodology, 
for projects that do not exceed regulatory thresholds, the proposed project would not 
result in cumulative impacts. Since the proposed project is less than significant on a 
project level, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
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increase for non-attainment pollutants or ozone precursors and would result in a less than 
significant impact for construction emissions.  

c)  Less than Significant.  

 Localized Emissions 
As stated above, the nearest sensitive receptor is approximately 600 feet from the 
proposed project site. Emissions disperse with distance and their impacts on nearby 
receptors are minimized. Additionally, the proposed project would occur over several 
distinct areas and therefore any one receptor would be impacted by proposed project 
emission for only the amount of time the activities occurred near that receptor. Because 
of the minimal emissions (see Table 2-3) from operational activities and the distance 
from the proposed project site to the nearest receptors, localized impacts from operation 
would be less than significant.  

The SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology (June 2003, 
revised July 2008) (SCAQMD 2008) uses screening criteria to determine if a project has 
the potential to result in a localized impact. Localized impacts are only concerned with 
emissions occurring on-site; the proposed project includes mainly on-site emissions with 
only commute trips accounting for off-site emissions. To further show that the proposed 
project emissions would not result in localized impacts, they are compared against the 
SCAQMD’s most restrictive emissions limits associated with a 1-acre site and at a 
distance of 100 meters (328 feet) from the proposed project site. As shown in Table 2-4, 
proposed project’s emissions would be below these highly conservative emissions limits.  

TABLE 2-4 
MAXIMUM UNMITIGATED LOCALIZED EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

Source NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Operational 

Maximum Daily Emissions 38 43 1 1 

Screening Thresholds 54 632 6 2 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No 
 
Source: ESA 2019 
 

 

Based on distance from on-site activities to nearby receptors, dispersion associated with 
distance and the comparison to the most conservative SCAQMD LST screening criteria, 
the proposed project’s emissions would not expose receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations during construction. Therefore, project-related localized emissions would 
result in a less than significant impact. 
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Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
The potential for the proposed project to cause or contribute to CO hotspots is evaluated 
based on vehicle traffic through localized intersections. The proposed project would 
result in limited operational trips, up to 36 per day during peak activity times. This peak 
activity could occur up to five times per year, with traffic from the application of copper 
sulfate occurring up to 15 days per year, including monitoring, which would occur just 
before and just after application. This results in minimal impacts to local intersections 
even assuming all vehicle travel would occur at peak hours and all would pass through 
the same intersections. SCAQMD methodology compares project intersections (both 
intersection geometry and traffic volumes) with prior studies conducted by SCAQMD in 
support of their Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) and considering existing 
background CO concentrations. This comparison demonstrates that the proposed project 
would not cause or contribute considerably to the formation of CO hotspots where daily 
vehicles through any one intersection are less than 100,000 vehicles per day. Given the 
remote location of the proposed project (east of Lone Pine, California) and the minimal 
amount of operational traffic (36 round trips) through a single intersection, CO 
concentrations at proposed-project-impacted intersections would remain well below the 
ambient air quality standards, and no further CO analysis is warranted or required. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Operation of the proposed project would result in short-term emissions of diesel PM, a 
known toxic air contaminant. Diesel PM poses a carcinogenic health risk that is measured 
using an exposure period of 70 years. However, it is anticipated that the majority of the 
vehicles would be gasoline operated, with the exception of the trucks for hauling the 
copper sulfate, which would occur up to five times annually. According to the guidance 
for air toxics hot spots by the Office of Environmental Health Hazards Association 
(OEHHA), because of the uncertainty in assessing cancer risk from very-short-term 
exposures, they do not recommend assessing cancer risks for projects lasting less than 
2 months (OEHHA 2015). The operation of the proposed project would last, at most, 
15 days per year (this assumes 3 days per application and a maximum of five applications 
per year). As the activities would be sporadic, would not require the disturbance of more 
than 1 acre of ground, and would not occur for more than 2 months within 1 year, a 
quantitative health risk assessment is not warranted, and risk to sensitive receptors would 
be minimal. Impacts are less than significant.   

d)  Less than Significant. The proposed project is in attainment/maintenance for CO, SOx 
and PM2.5: however, the SCAQMD has thresholds of significance for these criteria 
pollutants to ensure that regional emissions remain below ambient air quality standards. 
Therefore, to determine if the proposed project would result in emissions that would 
adversely affect a substantial number of people, construction and operational emissions 
of CO, SOx and PM2.5 are compared to the appropriate SCAQMD’s regulatory 
thresholds.  

Table 2-3 identifies emissions of CO, SOx and PM2.5 associated with the operation of 
the proposed project. The analysis evaluated emissions from helicopter application, direct 
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application, monitoring, and commuting. As shown, operational-related daily emissions 
for these criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD significance thresholds. 

As emissions of criteria pollutants of concern that are in attainment or maintenance 
within the Air Basin do not exceed regional emissions thresholds, the proposed project 
would not result in emissions that would greatly affect a substantial number of people. 
Therefore, impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater 
treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, 
landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed project does not include any uses 
identified as being associated with substantial odors. Odors associated with proposed 
project operations would be limited to the operation of vehicles to apply the copper 
sulfate and monitor the application. As a result, the proposed project is not expected to 
discharge contaminants into the air in quantities that would cause a nuisance, injury, or 
annoyance to the public or property. Therefore, the proposed project would not create 
adverse odors affecting a substantial number of people and impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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2.4 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
This section is based entirely on the analysis included in the Copper Sulfate Treatment Project – 
Biological Resources Technical Report, attached to this report as Appendix D (ESA 2018). 

Report Methodology 
Literature Review 
A review of biological resources and environmental setting data applicable to the proposed 
project was conducted by ESA and included, but was not limited to the following: 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Data 
Base (CNDDB) records search of Owens Valley, Rose Valley, and the surrounding 
foothills (CDFW 2018a). The CNPS search area included the project area (Haiwee 
Reservoirs and Union Wash) and the 16 adjacent United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
quadrangles (CNPS 2018). (CDFW 2018a). 

• California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular 
Plants of California rare plant records search of the USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles that 
include the project area (Haiwee Reservoirs and Union Wash) and the 16 adjacent USGS 
quadrangles (CNPS 2018). 
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Biological Resource Reconnaissance 
A biological resources field reconnaissance was conducted to identify vegetation communities 
and habitats present within and adjacent to the proposed project area and to assess the occurrence 
potential for special-status species. The reconnaissance was conducted by ESA biologist Julie 
Stout at the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs, Merritt Cut, and Alabama Gates on December 7, 
2018.  

The reconnaissance was conducted by driving the LADWP access road along the west-side of the 
reservoirs and visiting aqueduct infrastructure locations where previous treatments have occurred 
along the aqueduct, including at Merritt Cut and Alabama Gates. During the reconnaissance, the 
biologist ground-checked the aerial imagery-based mapping of vegetation communities and cover 
types and reviewed the proposed project area for special-status species’ habitats and occurrence 
potential.  

a)  Less than Significant with Mitigation.  

 Special-Status Plants 
Aquatic plants describe free floating, submerged, and emergent plants that require 
standing water; shoreline plants describe plants that occur in wetland, riparian, shoreline, 
and playa habitats that do not require persistent standing water; and upland plants 
describe plants that occur in habitats lacking a high water table, periodic flooding, or 
inundation. Potential impacts to special-status plant are analyzed below. 

Aquatic Plants 
Copper sulfate would be applied directly to aquatic habitat within the proposed project 
area. There are no aquatic special-status plant species with potential to occur in the 
aquatic habitats of the proposed project area. No impact would occur.  

Shoreline Plants 
Special-status species with the potential to occur within wetlands, mesic sites, alkaline 
pools and plays, and sandy shorelines along the reservoir margins and aqueduct outflow 
locations include the Inyo County star-tulip, short-pedicelled cleomella, Parish’s 
popcornflower, Owen’s Valley checkerbloom, foxtail thelypodium, Bailey’s greasewood, 
and Mojave tarplant. While not exclusively wetland species, these plants are tied to 
locations with periodic inundation.  

The use of copper sulfate would be limited to aquatic environments and affected 
vegetation generally includes algae and submerged and floating broadleaf plants 
(DiTomaso 2012). The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
ascertains that their assessment of the ecological effects of copper sulfate “does not 
indicate a risk of concern to freshwater vascular plants or estuarine/marine plants” 
(USEPA 2008). 

Only plant tissues present in water would potentially come in contact with copper sulfate. 
The special-status plant species with potential to occur in shoreline areas are more likely 



2. Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 
 

Copper Sulfate Application Project 29 ESA /  D160626.19 
IS/MND June 2019 

to occur in areas with saturated soils but no standing water, based on the habitat 
preferences of these species. These areas would generally be outside of the areas where 
applications would be targeted. Copper sulfate is not likely to be taken up through roots 
in soil substrate. Copper is generally considered to be biologically inactive in sediments 
(Gettys et al. 2009) because it becomes strongly adsorbed to the soil (DiTomaso et al. 
2013). Therefore, even in inundated areas, plants rooted in soil are unlikely to take up 
toxic levels of copper via the root system. 

Wetland and shoreline special-status plant species, if present, are unlikely to be 
negatively affected by the application of copper sulfate because the majority of the 
above-ground tissue is typically present outside of the water column and limited plant 
tissue would come in contact with copper sulfate resulting in limited exposure. Non-
aquatic plant species growing along the reservoir margins are unlikely to be exposed to 
enough copper sulfate to result in toxicity. As a result, potential impacts to special-status 
shoreline plants potentially occurring in shoreline areas would be less than significant. 

Upland Plants 
Copper sulfate would be applied to the reservoirs by aircraft with all loading, unloading, 
take-off, and landing activities located in previously developed or disturbed areas. 
Additionally, all ground-based applications would use existing maintained access roads. 
No copper sulfate would be dispersed directly within upland habitat areas where special-
status plants could be present. Potential impacts to special-status plants that may occur in 
upland areas would be less than significant. 

To further reduce the potential for impacts to upland plant species resulting from 
accidental drift outside of intended application areas, copper sulfate applications would 
not be conducted by helicopter if continuous wind velocity exceeds 10 miles per hour.  

 Special-Status Wildlife 
Aquatic Wildlife 
Impacts to aquatic wildlife could occur through immediate exposure and toxicity, long-
term exposure and bioaccumulation, and post-application decreases in dissolved oxygen 
(DO). Studies have shown that the application of copper sulfate to surface waters for 
nuisance algae control in reservoirs has no apparent negative effects for most adult game 
fish (Anderson et al. 2001). However, copper sulfate has been shown to be toxic to larval 
fish and aquatic invertebrates (Diamond et al. 1997; TOXNET 1975-1986). CDFW 
laboratory tests have shown that concentrations of 1,000 parts per billion (ppb) are many 
times below the toxicity values for delta smelt (California Department of Boating and 
Waterways [DBW] 2001). Salmonids tend to be more sensitive to copper sulfate than 
other fish species, but tests for rainbow trout have also shown toxicity values many times 
higher than the application concentrations that would occur with this proposed project 
(DBW 2001). Copper concentrations would be applied according to the manufacturer’s 
label to achieve a maximum concentration of 1,000 ppb, well below any known 
concentrations that may be toxic to fish in the proposed project area. However, this refers 



2. Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 
 

Copper Sulfate Application Project 30 ESA /  D160626.19 
IS/MND June 2019 

to the concentration of copper suspended in the water column and does not account for 
direct interactions with copper-laden sediments and algae. 

While not associated with direct copper toxicity, aquatic herbicides, including copper 
sulfate, have the potential to result in temporary decreases in DO concentrations in water 
if large blooms of algae are treated at one time or through frequent treatments that occur 
over a relatively short duration. Low DO concentrations (below 5 to 6 mg/L) can occur 
when the decomposition of organic matter (dead algal matter) results in high biological 
oxygen demand. Sudden increases in biological oxygen demand and associated decreases 
in DO (below 5 to 6 mg/L for warm-water fish and below 6 to 8 mg/L for cold-water 
fish) can result in conditions that are unsuitable for fish and lead to fish kills (SWRCB 
2004). Substantial decreases in DO are not expected to result from copper sulfate 
applications because LADWP will follow the procedures outlined in the APAP, including 
best management practices. The water quality monitoring program includes DO 
measurements to verify that DO concentrations remain at acceptable levels. 

Based on a review of copper concentration toxicities to fish and other aquatic species, the 
concentrations of copper that would be achieved with applications of copper, and 
bioavailability of copper in reservoir sediments, impacts resulting from copper sulfate 
exposure would be less than significant. In addition, no aquatic special-status wildlife 
species are known or expected to occur within the proposed project area; therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

Shoreline Wildlife 
The following special-status shoreline wildlife species have potential to occur in the 
proposed project area or vicinity: long-eared owl, western snowy plover, northern harrier, 
bald eagle, yellow-breasted chat, least bittern, southwestern willow flycatcher, least 
Bell’s vireo, and Owen’s Valley vole. Shoreline wildlife species are not likely to come in 
direct contact with applications because they do not directly inhabit aquatic habitats. 
Shoreline species that inhabit riparian and wetland areas and forage predominantly on 
non-aquatic prey are not expected to be subject to significant copper sulfate exposure.  

However, shoreline species that consume aquatic prey, including the bald eagle and least 
bittern, may be exposed to copper sulfates. Impacts to shoreline wildlife that feed directly 
on aquatic prey species could occur through bioaccumulation and immediate exposure 
and toxicity through consumption of contaminated prey species. These potential exposure 
alternatives are described below. 

Immediate Exposure and Toxicity 
Wildlife species that utilize aquatic habitats for foraging could be exposed to copper 
sulfate if they consume prey species that are present in the application areas during 
periods when applications are taking place or if they consume prey species that interact 
with the water or sediments following applications.  
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Copper sulfate exposure poses less of a threat to birds than to other animals, with the 
lowest lethal dose for this material in pigeons and ducks being 1,000 parts per million 
(ppm) (Tucker and Crabtree 1970). This toxicity value is many times higher than the 
target application concentrations that would occur for this proposed project. However, if 
copper sulfate applications inadvertently exceed target concentrations, immediate 
exposure and toxicity could occur, resulting in potentially significant impacts to shoreline 
wildlife species.  

Because the potential for special-status species’ exposure to copper sulfate applications is 
low and because targeted application concentrations of copper sulfate are substantially 
lower than toxicity thresholds for special-status wildlife, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, impacts associated with immediate exposure and 
toxicity would be less than significant. 

Long-term Exposure and Bioaccumulation 
Although copper sulfate is highly water soluble; that is, it dissolves very easily in water, 
the copper ions are strongly adsorbed by soil (lake-bottom sediment) particles following 
applications (TOXNET 1975-1986). Copper compounds, or precipitates, also settle out of 
solution in a process called precipitation. Copper that is adsorbed by sediments and 
copper precipitates are biologically inactive, meaning that they do not undergo further 
biological changes (Gangstad 1986). Additionally, copper that is not in a soluble form 
(i.e., adsorbed by sediment or copper precipitate) is less available for uptake into the food 
web and less toxic (Moffett et al. 1998). Because copper sulfate applications are expected 
to be rapidly adsorbed by sediments (TOXNET 1975-1986) and/or form precipitates and 
fall out of solution, and these forms are much less bio-available, and toxic impacts 
associated with long-term exposure and bioaccumulation of copper would be less than 
significant. 

Upland Wildlife 
As discussed above for special-status plants, copper sulfate would not be applied to 
uplands; therefore, copper sulfate applications are not anticipated to affect upland 
special-status wildlife species. However, activities associated with applications would 
occur adjacent to upland habitat and have the potential to result in potentially significant 
impacts to upland special-status species. Vehicles traveling on access roads could result 
in mortalities to special-status species, such as the desert tortoise and Mohave ground 
squirrel, during copper sulfate applications. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-4, impacts to upland special-status species would be less than significant. 

Application activities have the potential to disturb nesting special-status birds in adjacent 
native habitats, including loggerhead shrikes, burrowing owls, and Le Conte’s thrashers. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would reduce potential impacts to nesting 
birds to less than significant levels. 
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 Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1: If levels of copper sulfate measured during monitoring conducted under 
the APAP exceed those recommended in manufacturer application guidelines, 
remedial measures shall be implemented, such as the addition of coagulant 
additives and a refinement of application procedures. 

BIO-2: In addition to monitoring activities specified under the APAP, 
monitoring shall include visual fish and wildlife monitoring during and up to at 
least 7 days after applications. If distressed wildlife is observed during 
monitoring with the cause of distress potentially associated with the copper 
sulfate applications, application procedures would be refined in order to avoid 
any potential harm. If deceased wildlife is detected during or after applications 
with an unknown cause of death, necropsies would be conducted to determine the 
cause of death.  

BIO-3: All vehicles associated with copper sulfate applications and monitoring 
shall travel at posted speed limits or at speeds of 15 miles per hour or less on 
unpaved access roads where no speed limit is posted. Vehicles associated with 
the proposed project shall remain on existing roads at all times. 

BIO-4: When vehicles are parked along dirt access roads for more than 
5 minutes, the vehicle operator shall inspect beneath the tires for wildlife prior 
operating the vehicle to ensure that wildlife are not in harm’s way.  

BIO-5: All ground activities shall remain on access roads and in established 
work areas. If ground activities will occur in undisturbed areas that provide 
habitat for nesting birds, a qualified biologist shall conduct a bird nest survey 
within in areas that will be disturbed no more than 3 days prior to those activities 
occurring. If active nests are found, buffers and/or nest monitoring shall be 
implemented around each nest based on the species, location of the nest, and type 
of activity occurring, as determined by a qualified biologist.  

b) Less than Significant. Potential sensitive natural communities present in the proposed 
project vicinity include Black Willow Thickets, Fourwing Saltbush Scrub, Fremont 
Cottonwood Forest, Hardstem Bulrush Marsh, Joshua Tree Woodland, Rubber 
Rabbitbrush Scrub, Shadscale Scrub, and Spiny Menodora Scrub. Because copper 
sulfates and associated activities would avoid upland natural communities, no impact 
would occur to upland sensitive natural communities, including Fourwing Saltbush 
Scrub, Joshua Tree Woodland, Rubber Rabbitbrush Scrub, Shadscale Scrub, and Spiny 
Menodora Scrub. However, wetland and riparian sensitive natural communities, 
including Black Willow Thickets, Fremont Cottonwood Forest, and Hardstem Bulrush 
Marsh may experience minor exposure to copper sulfates where they are exposed to 
water from the reservoirs. 

While not expected to result in direct wetland or riparian plant mortality, copper sulfates 
reaching riparian and wetland habitats have the potential to disrupt certain ecological 
processes within those habitats and reduce the overall ecological health of the 
community, leaving some plants more susceptible to disease. Because copper sulfates are 
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toxic to bacteria and fungi, it is expected that they could result in negative impacts to 
mycorrhizae. Mycorrhiza is a fungus that has a symbiotic association with a vascular host 
plant, assisting the host plant with nutrient exchanges, disease resistance, drought 
tolerance, and salinity resistance (Zeng 2006; Porcel et al. 2012). However, because of 
the limited amount of copper sulfate exposure that these communities would experience, 
these impacts would be less than significant.  

c) No Impact. The North and South Haiwee Reservoirs contain wetland features that may 
be considered jurisdictional by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the RWQCB under Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act, and CDFW under California Fish and Game Code (including riparian habitat, and/or 
other vegetation communities considered sensitive by CDFW). Additionally, Alabama 
Gates includes an outfall draining directly into wetlands along the Owen’s River 
floodplain. No loss of wetland features that may be considered jurisdictional by the 
USACE, RWQCB, or CDFW, nor the loss of riparian habitat or other communities 
considered sensitive by CDFW, would occur as a result of the proposed project. The 
proposed project does not propose to remove, fill, or alter the existing wetland or riparian 
features within any of the water bodies. In addition, no water releases to adjacent wetland 
or riparian areas outside of the closed aqueduct system would occur during or 
immediately after copper sulfate applications. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

d)  Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project area is not expected to 
function as a significant movement corridor for terrestrial species because the aqueduct 
and reservoirs impede terrestrial wildlife movement. Because the reservoirs and aqueduct 
are part of a largely isolated water supply system with only fixed intake locations and 
outlets, these features are not expected to provide habitat connectivity for aquatic species. 

The reservoir’s open water habitat provides important habitat for migrating shorebirds 
and waterfowl along the Eastern Sierra route of the greater Pacific Flyway. Small patches 
of wetland and riparian habitat surrounding the reservoirs may also provide important 
stopover habitat for migrating bird species; however, as described above, these habitats 
would not be impacted. Additionally, during aerial applications, migrating waterfowl or 
other avian species utilizing the water bodies would be able to use other areas of the 
reservoirs located away from the noise of the aircraft. Therefore, impacts to wildlife 
movement corridors would be less than significant.  

The proposed project area may provide wildlife nursery habitat in nearby potential roost 
structures and trees for bat maternity colonies; however, the aerial applications would not 
target shoreline areas, and the proposed project would not disturb structures or trees along 
the reservoir shorelines; therefore, impacts to bat maternity colonies are not expected to 
occur.  

The proposed project area may provide wildlife nursery habitat in the form of shallow 
waters for fish and amphibian maturation. Potential impacts to fish and aquatic wildlife 
nursery sites could result from direct toxicity and post-application decreases in DO. 
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Studies have shown that the application of copper sulfate to surface waters for nuisance 
algae control in reservoirs have no apparent negative effects for most adult game fish 
(Anderson et al. 2001). However, copper sulfate has been shown to be toxic to larval fish 
and aquatic invertebrates (Diamond et al. 1997; TOXNET 1975-1986). CDFW laboratory 
tests have shown that concentrations of 1,000 ppb are many times below the toxicity 
values for delta smelt (DBW 2001). Salmonids tend to be more sensitive to copper sulfate 
than other fish species, but tests for rainbow trout have also shown toxicity values many 
times higher than the application concentrations that would occur with this proposed 
project (DBW 2001). Copper concentrations would be applied according to the label to 
achieve a maximum concentration of 1,000 ppb, well below any known concentrations 
that may be toxic to fish in the proposed project area. However, this refers to the 
concentration of copper suspended in the water column and does not account for direct 
interactions with copper-laden sediments and algae. 

While not associated with direct copper toxicity, aquatic herbicides, including copper 
sulfate, have the potential to result in temporary decreases in DO concentrations in water 
if large blooms of algae are treated at one time or through frequent treatments that occur 
over a relatively short duration. Low DO concentrations (< 5 to 6 mg/L) can occur when 
the decomposition of organic matter (dead algal matter) results in high biological oxygen 
demand. Sudden increases in biological oxygen demand and associated decreases in DO 
(below 5 to 6 mg/L for warm-water fish and below 6 to 8 mg/L for cold-water fish) can 
result in conditions that are unsuitable for fish and lead to fish kills (SWRCB 2004). 
Substantial decreases in DO are not expected to result from copper sulfate applications 
because LADWP has developed an APAP describing their copper sulfate applications, 
including best management practices, and water quality monitoring programs.  

Based on this review of copper concentration toxicities to fish, the concentrations of 
copper that would be achieved with applications of copper, and bioavailability of copper 
in reservoir sediments, significant impacts to aquatic nursery sites are not expected to 
result from copper sulfate exposure. Additionally, the proposed project area does not 
provide uniquely valuable nursery habitat for these species, and habitat provided by the 
reservoirs is artificial with fish species introduced for recreational purposes. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 
would further reduce the potential for impacts to aquatic wildlife nursery sites.  

e) No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with the Inyo County General Plan 
because the goal and policies of this plan are not applicable to the activities occurring 
under the proposed project. No impact would occur. 

f) No Impact. No adopted Natural Community Conservation Plan, Habitat Conservation 
Plan, or other conservation plans occur within the proposed project area; therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with any provisions of such adopted plans or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact would occur. 
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2.5 Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a,b,c) No Impact. There are no listed California Historical Resources at any of the potential 

project sites per the California State Parks Office of Historical Preservation (CSPOHP 
2018). The proposed project would include the operational activities related to the 
application of copper sulfate into existing facilities owned and operated by LADWP. The 
proposed project would not require ground disturbance or construction activities. As 
such, no impact would occur to historical or archaeological resources nor would it 
adversely impact any existing human remains that might be within the proposed project 
area as a result of the implementation of the proposed project. No impact would occur.  

References 
California State Parks Office of Historic Preservation (CSPOHP). 2018. Listed California 
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2.6 Energy 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VI. ENERGY — Would the project:     

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
Energy associated with the proposed project would be limited to transportation energy, and the 
potential for a minimal usage of electricity to run the hopper for a day at the Alabama Gates or 
Merritt Cut. However, it is most likely that a portable generator or the truck transporting the 
hopper would be used to power the hopper during the direct application of copper sulfate. There 
would be no natural gas consumption for the proposed project; therefore, natural gas is not 
discussed. The proposed project is an operational only project and therefore construction is not 
addressed. 

a)  Less than Significant. The proposed project does not include construction activities and 
therefore there are no construction impacts related to energy. The proposed project’s 
limited operational energy impacts are discussed below.  

Electricity 
In the event electrical power would be consumed, the consumption would last a up to 
8 hours on up to five potential annual applications. Electricity would be used to power an 
18-horsepower hopper that would distribute copper sulfate to the surface of the water at 
the Alabama Gates or Merritt Cut. The demand would be supplied from existing 
electrical facilities adjacent to the proposed project site. Overall, activities would require 
minimal electricity consumption and would not be expected to have any adverse impact 
on available electricity supplies and infrastructure. Therefore, impacts on electricity 
supply and infrastructure associated with the proposed project’s short-term activities 
would be less than significant.   

Transportation Energy 
The estimated fuel usage for the proposed project is based on the number and type of 
equipment and vehicles that would be used, hour usage estimates, the total duration of 
application activities, and hourly equipment fuel consumption factors. A summary of the 
annual fuel consumption during application activities is provided in Table 2-5. As shown 
in Table 2-5, one application would consume an estimated annual maximum of 
128 gallons of diesel fuel, 824 gallons of gasoline, and 236 gallons of aviation fuel.  
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TABLE 2-5 
PROJECT FUEL USAGE  

Source Gallons of Diesel  Gallons of Gasoline Gallons of Aviation Fuel 

Helicopter - - 236 

Direct 128 76 - 

Monitoring (including boat activity) - 110 - 

Commute - 638 - 

Usage per application 128 824 236 

Max Annual (5 applications) 642 4,120 1,178 

% State Usage <0.001% <0.001% 0.002% 

Source: ESA 2019 (See Appendix C) 

 

Compliance with the anti-idling regulation (discussed in Section 2.8) would reduce the 
proposed project’s annual average diesel fuel usage.  

Based on the available data, operational activities would use energy for necessary 
activities and to transport materials and people to and from the proposed project site as 
well as apply the copper sulfate. As mentioned above, idling restrictions would result in 
less fuel combustion and energy consumption and thus minimize the proposed project’s 
energy use. Additionally, the proposed project’s transportation fuel consumption would 
be minimal as compared to overall state consumption. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. The 
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact. 

b)  Less than Significant. 

 Electricity 
The proposed project would not result in the construction of any new buildings or 
facilities that would require energy use. However, the proposed project may result in a 
limited consumption of electricity during the few days a year the proposed project would 
operate. Electricity would be obtained from existing infrastructure at the Alabama Gates 
or Merritt Cut. Overall, if electricity is consumed it would be negligible and would not 
require any new infrastructure. Additionally, the proposed project would not conflict with 
or obstruct the local utility provider from meeting applicable local or statewide renewable 
energy targets, including the targets required in the California Renewables Portfolio 
Standard, as updated in September 2018 pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 100 (refer to the 
Greenhouse Gas section below for additional information regarding SB 100). Therefore, 
the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency and impacts would be less than significant. 



2. Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 
 

Copper Sulfate Application Project 40 ESA /  D160626.19 
IS/MND June 2019 

 Transportation Energy 
The proposed project would not result in a permanent growth in vehicle trips and would 
result in a maximum of 36 trips per day for up to 15 days per year. The vehicles used to 
access the site would comply with applicable Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
standards, the Pavley vehicle tailpipe emissions standards, and would use fuel that meets 
the Low Carbon Fuel Standards, all of which are designed to achieve more efficient use 
of transportation fuels and reduced emissions. Additionally, as there is no permanent 
growth in vehicle trips and the proposed project would generate a minimal number trips, 
the proposed project would not conflict with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or 
contribute to congestion and therefore would not conflict with local plans for energy 
efficiency (refer to the Transportation section below for additional information regarding 
the 2015 Inyo County Regional Transportation Program and congestion impacts). 
Impacts are considered less than significant.  

References 
California Department of Tax and Fee Administration. 2018. Fuel Taxes and Statistics & Reports. 

Available: https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/spftrpts.htm. Accessed February 2019. 

California Department of Transportation. 2018 Aviation in California Fact Sheet. Available: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/AeroFactSheet.pdf. Accessed February 
2019. 

California Energy Commission. 2018. California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC-
A15) Results. Available: 
http://listserver.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/piira_retail_survey.htm
l. Accessed February, 2019.  
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2.7 Geology and Soils 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:     

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 

or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a.i-iv) No Impact. The Alabama Gates application site would be located along the fault zone of 

the Owens Valley Fault that runs through the city of Lone Pine (DOC 2018a). Alabama 
Gates can be viewed in proximity to the Owens Valley Fault in the Union Wash 
Quadrangle (DOC 2018b). However, the proposed project does not include any new 
construction, new structures, or ground disturbance. The proposed project would include 
operational activities associated with the application of copper sulfate along existing 
water infrastructure facilities owned and operated by LADWP. Operational activities 
would occur up to five times per year. The proposed project would not cause adverse 
effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of an earthquake fault, 
strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. No impact 
would occur.  
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b,c,d,e) No Impact. The proposed project consists of the application of copper sulfate to various 
locations along the Los Angeles Aqueduct. Operational activities would not require 
ground disturbance or the construction of new facilities. As such, the proposed project 
would not impact soils within the proposed project area and would not result in on- or 
off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. The proposed 
project would not have any effect on expansive soil and would not require new septic or 
wastewater systems. Workers would use existing facilities. No impact would occur. 

f) No Impact. The proposed project would include the operational activities related to the 
application of copper sulfate into existing facilities owned and operated by LADWP. The 
proposed project would not require ground disturbance or construction activities. As 
such, no impact would occur to paleontological resources nor would it adversely impact 
any existing unique geologic features that might be within the proposed project area as a 
result of the implementation of the proposed project. No impact would occur. 

References 
DOC. 2018a. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Map. Available online at: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/. Accessed on October 16, 2018. 

DOC. 2018b. Union Wash Quadrangle. Available online at: 
http://gmw.conservation.ca.gov/SHP/EZRIM/Maps/UNIONWASH.PDF. Accessed on 
October 16, 2018. 
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2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth as a whole, 
including changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Historical records 
indicate that global climate changes have occurred in the past due to natural phenomena; 
however, data indicates that the current global conditions differ from past climate changes in rate 
and magnitude. The current increased changes in global climate have been attributed to 
anthropogenic (i.e., human-caused) activities by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) (IPCC 2013). Greenhouse gases (GHG) trap long-wave radiation or heat in the 
atmosphere, which heats Earth’s surface of the. Without human intervention, Earth maintains an 
approximate balance between the GHG emissions in the atmosphere and the storage of GHGs in 
the oceans and terrestrial ecosystems. GHGs are the result of both natural and anthropogenic 
activities. Forest fires, decomposition, industrial processes, landfills, manure, and consumption of 
fossil fuels for power generation, transportation, heating, and cooking, are the primary sources of 
GHG emissions. 

The Federal Government and State of California recognized that anthropogenic GHG emissions 
are contributing to changes in the global climate, and such changes are having and would have 
adverse effects on the environment, the economy, and public health. While worldwide 
contributions of GHG emissions are expected to have widespread consequences, it is not possible 
to link particular changes to the environment of California or elsewhere to GHGs emitted from a 
particular source or location. In other words, emissions of GHGs have the potential to cause 
global impacts rather than local impacts. Increased concentrations of GHGs in Earth’s 
atmosphere have been linked to global climate change and conditions such as rising surface 
temperatures, melting icebergs and snowpack, rising sea levels, and the increased frequency and 
magnitude of severe weather conditions. Existing climate change models also show that climate 
warming portends a variety of impacts on agriculture, including loss of microclimates that 
support specific crops, increased pressure from invasive weeds and diseases, and loss of 
productivity due to changes in water reliability and availability. In addition, rising temperatures 
and shifts in microclimates associated with global climate change are expected to increase the 
frequency and intensity of wildfires. California law defines GHGs to include the following 
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compounds: carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).3 

The most common GHG that results from human activity is CO2, which represents 76 percent of 
total anthropogenic GHG emissions in the atmosphere (as of 2010 data) (IPCC 2013), followed 
by CH4 and N2O. Scientists have established a Global Warming Potential (GWP) to gauge the 
potency of each GHG’s ability to absorb and re-emit long-wave radiation. The GWP of a gas is 
determined using CO2 as the reference gas with a GWP of one over a given period of time, which 
is usually 100 years. For example, a gas with a GWP of 10 is 10 times more potent than CO2 over 
100 years. The sum of each GHG multiplied by its associated GWP is referred to as carbon 
dioxide equivalents (CO2e). The measurement unit of CO2e is used to report the combined 
potency of GHG emissions. 

Executive Order S-3-05 and Executive Order B-30-15 
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through Executive 
Order S-3-05, the following GHG emission reduction targets: 

• By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels. 

• By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels. 

• By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

In accordance with Executive Order S-3-05, the Secretary of California Environmental Protection 
Agency (CalEPA) is required to coordinate efforts of various agencies to collectively and 
efficiently reduce GHGs. Some of the agency representatives involved in the GHG reduction plan 
include the Secretary of the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency; the Secretary of the 
Department of Food and Agriculture; the Secretary of the Resources Agency; the Chairperson of 
CARB; the Chairperson of California Energy Commission (CEC); and the President of the Public 
Utilities Commission. Representatives from these agencies comprise the California Climate 
Action Team (CCAT). 

The CCAT provides biennial reports to the governor and legislature on the state of GHG 
reductions in the state as well as strategies for mitigating and adapting to climate change. The 
first CCAT Report to the governor and the legislature in 2006 contained recommendations and 
strategies to help meet the targets in Executive Order S-3-05 (CalEPA 2006). The 2010 CCAT 
Report, finalized in December 2010, expanded on the policy-oriented 2006 assessment (CalEPA 
2010). The new information detailed in the CCAT Report included development of revised 
climate and sea-level projections using new information and tools that had become available in 
the previous 2 years and an evaluation of climate change within the context of broader social 
changes, such as land-use changes and demographic shifts. 

                                                      
3  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.5; Health and Safety Code, Section 38505(g). 
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On April 29, 2015, California Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-30-15. Therein, 
Governor Brown: 

• Established a new interim statewide reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030. 

• Ordered all state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions to implement 
measures to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 reduction 
targets. 

• Directed CARB to update the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in 
terms of MMTCO2e. 

In response to the 2030 GHG reduction target, CARB adopted the 2017 Climate Change Scoping 
Plan at a public meeting held in December 2017 (CARB 2017). The 2017 Scoping Plan outlines 
the strategies the State will implement to achieve the 2030 GHG reduction target, which build on 
the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), improved vehicle, truck 
and freight movement emissions standards, increasing renewable energy, and strategies to reduce 
CH4 emissions from agricultural and other wastes by using it to meet our energy needs. The 2017 
Scoping Plan also comprehensively addresses GHG emissions from natural and working lands of 
California, including the agriculture and forestry sectors. The 2017 Scoping Plan considered a 
number of different alternatives to achieve the 2030 GHG reduction goal. The “Scoping Plan 
Scenario” was ultimately adopted and relies on the continuation of ongoing and statutorily 
required programs and continuation of the Cap-and-Trade Program. The Scoping Plan Scenario 
was modified from the January 2017 Proposed Scoping Plan to reflect Assembly Bill (AB) 398, 
including removal of the 20 percent GHG reduction measure for refineries (CARB 2017). 

CARB states that the Scoping Plan Scenario “is the best choice to achieve the State’s climate and 
clean air goals” (CARB 2017). Under the Scoping Plan Scenario, the majority of the reductions 
would result from continuation of the Cap-and-Trade regulation. Additional reductions are 
achieved from electricity sector standards (i.e., utility providers to supply 50 percent renewable 
electricity by 2030), doubling the energy efficiency savings at end uses, additional reductions 
from the LCFS, implementing the short-lived GHG strategy (e.g., HFCs), and implementing the 
mobile source strategy and sustainable freight action plan.4 The alternatives are designed to 
consider various combinations of these programs as well as consideration of a carbon tax in the 
event the Cap-and-Trade regulation is not continued. However, in July 2017, the California 
Legislature voted to extend the Cap-and-Trade regulation to 2030. 

Senate Bill 100  
On September 10, 2018, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 100, which further increased 
California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard and requires retail sellers and local publicly owned 
electric utilities to procure eligible renewable electricity for 44 percent of retail sales by 
December 31, 2024, 52 percent by December 31, 2027, and 60 percent by December 31, 2030, 
                                                      
4  Short-lived GHG strategy refers to reduction strategies aimed at reducing GHGs that have a much shorter half-life 

than CO2 and therefore remain in the atmosphere for a shorter duration than CO2. While they remain in the 
atmosphere for a short time they have a greater impact (sometimes tens, hundreds, or even thousands of time 
greater than CO2.  
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and that CARB should plan for 100 percent eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon 
resources by December 31, 2045. 

Executive Order S-01-07 
Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted by the governor on January 18, 2007. The order mandates 
the following: (1) that a statewide goal be established to reduce the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020, and (2) that an LCFS for 
transportation fuels be established in California. In September 2015, CARB approved the 
re-adoption of the LCFS, which became effective on January 1, 2016, to address procedural 
deficiencies in the way the original regulation was adopted. In the proposed 2017 Climate Change 
Scoping Plan Update, CARB’s preferred recommendation includes increasing the stringency of 
the LCFS by reducing the carbon intensity of transportation fuels by 18 percent by 2030, up from 
the current target of 10 percent by 2020 (CARB 2017). In April 2017, the LCFS was brought 
before the Court of Appeal challenging the analysis of potential nitrogen dioxide impacts from 
biodiesel fuels. The Court directed CARB to conduct an analysis of nitrogen dioxide impacts 
from biodiesel fuels and froze the carbon intensity targets for diesel and biodiesel fuel provisions 
at 2017 levels until CARB has completed this analysis (Biodiesel 2017). In 2018 CARB proposed 
changes to the LCFS to incorporate the potential increase in NOx emissions from biofuels. The 
Proposed Amendments to the LCFS and to regulation of commercialization of alternative diesel 
fuels was approved by the Office of Administrative Law on January 4th, 2019. With the 
amendments, the potential future NOx emissions increase due to bio-mass based diesel use 
attributed to the LCFS would be mitigated.  

Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg) (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) 
SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), which establishes mechanisms for the development of 
regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions, was adopted by the State on 
September 30, 2008. Under SB 375, CARB is required, in consultation with the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) in the state, to set regional GHG reduction targets for the 
passenger vehicle and light-duty truck sector for 2020 and 2035. Of note, the proposed reduction 
targets explicitly exclude emission reductions expected from AB 1493 and the low carbon fuel 
standard regulations.  

The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) is the designated Regional 
Transportation Agency for Inyo County. On September 16, 2015, the Inyo County LTC adopted 
the 2015 RTP. Using growth forecasts and economic trends, the RTP provides a coordinated, 
20-year vision of the regionally significant transportation improvements and policies needed to 
efficiently move goods and people within the region. 

According to CARB, the initial GHG reduction targets established under SB 375 apply to 
approximately 95 percent of the state’s population, vehicle miles traveled, and passenger vehicle 
GHG emissions (CARB 2010). Some of the smaller MPOs had relatively small or zero GHG 
reduction requirements in the initial target setting. CARB has indicated it would reevaluate the 
targets for future updates. As such, the Inyo County LTC, along with the other 20 county LTCs 
that are not within an MPO, comprise less than 5 percent of the state’s GHG emissions from the 
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portion of the transportation sector that is the subject of SB 375. As a result, Inyo County is 
exempt from the GHG reduction requirements of SB 375.  

The RTP acknowledges that overall traffic volumes on Inyo state highways have generally 
decreased over the last decade (LSC 2015). Regardless, the RTP identifies improvements to 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities that encourage residents and visitors to use alternative 
transportation methods and thereby reduce GHG emissions. As part of the RTP, Inyo County 
includes strategies to reduce GHG emissions. These strategies include: Implement Active 
Transportation Project Improvements, Implement Transit System Improvements, and Expand 
Vanpool/Rideshare Programs. 

CARB Anti-Idling Measure 
In 2004, CARB adopted a control measure to limit commercial heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle 
idling in order to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and other air contaminants 
(CCR Title 13). The measure applies to diesel-fueled commercial vehicles with gross vehicle 
weight ratings greater than 10,000 pounds that are licensed to operate on highways, regardless of 
where they are registered. In general, it prohibits idling for more than 5 minutes at any location. 
While this measure is aimed primarily at reducing air pollution, it has a co-benefit of limiting 
GHG emissions from unnecessary idling. 

a)  Less than Significant. GHG emissions associated with operation of the proposed project 
were estimated using EMFAC2014 emission rates for on-road vehicles, CARB emission 
factors for boat emissions, and the Aviation Environmental Design Tool for helicopter 
emissions. There are no permanent structures or area lighting associated with the 
proposed project; therefore, no energy associated with building operations are 
anticipated. Operational emissions are limited to the vehicle trips associated with the 
application of copper sulfate and the monitoring activities before, during, and subsequent 
to the applications.  

Maximum annual net GHG emissions resulting from motor vehicles, application, and 
monitoring activities were conservatively calculated for 2019. It is anticipated that there 
could be up to five applications per year. The maximum GHG emissions from operation of 
the proposed project are shown in Table 2-6. Table 2-6 shows GHG emissions associated 
with helicopter application, direct application, monitoring, and commuting activities. The 
table provides the maximum annual emissions given both one and five applications per 
year.  
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TABLE 2-6 
UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Emissions Sources CO2e (Metric Tons per Year) a,b 

Helicopter Application 2 

Direct application 2 

Monitoring 1 

Commute Emissions  6 

Emissions per application 11 

Emissions per five applications  53 
 
a Totals may not add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations. Detailed emissions calculations are provided 

in Appendix C. 
b CO2e emissions are calculated using the global warming potential values from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change Fourth Assessment Report. 
 
SOURCE: ESA 2019 
 

 

As shown in Table 2-6, the majority of the emissions would occur from vehicles traveling 
over regional roadways. Using CARB’s EMFAC2014 tool, for buildout year 2019, 
mobile source emissions for the Great Valley Air Basin would respectfully result in 
1,081,095 MT CO2 annually. The proposed project’s GHG emissions from mobile 
sources would represent less than 0.005 percent of the Air Basin’s annual mobile source 
GHG emissions.  

Proposed project emissions would decline from the values presented in Table 2-6 in 
future years since passenger vehicles, the primary emission sources of the proposed 
project, would be replaced with newer, more efficient vehicles. Newer fleets result in a 
greater percentage of the vehicle fleet meeting more stringent combustion emissions 
standards, such as the model year 2017–2025 Pavley Phase II standards.  

There is no appropriate numerical threshold to compare proposed project emissions. 
Therefore, this analysis is presented for information purposes and does not independently 
result in a significance impact for GHG emissions. This analysis quantifies the proposed 
project’s potential GHG emissions in order to correlate to the Climate Change Scoping 
Plan and supplement the primary threshold of significance below that demonstrates 
consistency with plans and policies adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
Impact would be less than significant 

b)  Less than Significant. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would 
generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment by conflicting with applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce 
GHG emissions as discussed within CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan. 
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 CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan 
In support of Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, the State has promulgated specific 
laws aimed at GHG reductions applicable to the proposed project. The primary focus of 
many of the statewide and regional mandates, plans, policies, and regulations is to 
address worldwide climate change. Due to the complex physical, chemical, and 
atmospheric mechanisms involved in global climate change, there is no basis for 
concluding that the proposed project’s increase in annual GHG emissions would cause a 
measurable change in global GHG emissions necessary to influence global climate 
change. The GHG emissions of a project alone would not likely cause a direct physical 
change in the environment. According to California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA), “GHG impacts are exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no 
non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective” (CAPCOA 
2008). It is global GHG emissions in their aggregate that contribute to climate change, 
not any single source of GHG emissions alone. 

Table 2-7 contains a list of GHG-reducing strategies potentially applicable to the 
proposed project. The analysis describes the consistency of the proposed project with 
these strategies that support the State’s strategies in the Climate Change Scoping Plan to 
reduce GHG emissions. The Climate Change Scoping Plan relies on a broad array of 
GHG reduction actions, which include direct regulations, alternative compliance 
mechanisms, incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms such as the 
Cap-and-Trade program. As shown in Table 2-7, the proposed project would not conflict 
with applicable Climate Change Scoping Plan strategies and regulations to reduce GHG 
emissions. 

TABLE 2-7 
CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION STRATEGIES 

Sector / Source Category / Description Consistency Analysis 

Mobile Sources   
AB 1493  
(Pavley Regulations) 

Reduces GHG emissions in new passenger vehicles 
from model year 2012 through 2016 (Phase I) and 
model years 2017-2025 (Phase II). Also reduces 
gasoline consumption to a rate of 31% of 1990 
gasoline consumption (and associated GHG 
emissions) by 2020. 

Consistent. The proposed project would be 
consistent with this regulation and would not conflict 
with implementation of the vehicle emissions 
standards. 

Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard (Executive 
Order S-01-07) 

Establishes protocols for measuring life-cycle carbon 
intensity of transportation fuels and helps to 
establish use of alternative fuels. 

Consistent. The proposed project would be 
consistent with this regulation and would not conflict 
with implementation of the transportation fuel 
standards. 
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Sector / Source Category / Description Consistency Analysis 

Advanced Clean Cars 
Program 

In 2012, CARB adopted the Advanced Clean Cars 
(ACC) program to reduce criteria pollutants and 
GHG emissions for model year vehicles 2015 
through 2025. ACC includes the Low-Emission 
Vehicle (LEV) regulations that reduce criteria 
pollutants and GHG emissions from light- and 
medium-duty vehicles, and the Zero-Emission 
Vehicle (ZEV) regulation, which requires 
manufacturers to produce an increasing number of 
pure ZEVs (meaning battery electric and fuel cell 
electric vehicles), with provisions to also produce 
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEV) in the 2018 
through 2025 model years. 

Consistent. The proposed project would be 
consistent with this regulation and would not conflict 
with implementation of the transportation fuel 
standards. 

SB 375 SB 375 establishes mechanisms for the 
development of regional targets for reducing 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions. Under SB 375, 
CARB is required, in consultation with the State’s 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, to set regional 
GHG reduction targets for the passenger vehicle 
and light-duty truck sector for 2020 and 2035. 

Consistent. The proposed project would not result in 
growth within the region; instead it provides algae 
control for drinking water infrastructure.  

Solid Waste   
California Integrated 
Waste Management Act 
(IWMA) of 1989 and 
Assembly Bill (AB) 341 

The IWMA mandated that State agencies develop 
and implement an integrated waste management 
plan which outlines the steps to be taken to divert at 
least 50 % of their solid waste from disposal 
facilities. AB 341 directs CalRecycle to develop and 
adopt regulations for mandatory commercial 
recycling and sets a statewide goal for 75 % 
disposal reduction by the year 2020.  

Consistent. The proposed project would not 
generate more than four cubic yards1 of solid waste 
annually and would not be required to comply with 
AB 341 as AB 341 only applies to facilities that 
generate more than four or more cubic yards per 
week. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
conflict with implementation of AB 341.  

Other Sources   
Climate Action Team Reduce diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle 

idling. 
Consistent. The proposed project would be 
consistent with the CARB Air Toxics Control Measure 
to limit heavy duty diesel motor vehicle idling to no 
more than 5 minutes at any given time. 

 Achieve California’s 50% waste diversion mandate 
(Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989) to 
reduce GHG emissions associated with virgin 
material extraction. 

Consistent. Waste generated on-site would be 
transported offsite for disposal. The proposed project 
would meet this requirement as part of its compliance 
with the CALGreen Code through complying with 
local waste collection guidelines and responsibilities. 

 
1. Solid waste generation was determined based on CalEEMod to equal 0.52 tons per year. Using 300 lb per cubic yard (un-compacted mixed solid waste), 

the proposed project would result in approximately 3.5 cubic yards annually. 
 

Source: ESA 2019. 
 

 

Furthermore, not only is the proposed project consistent with currently applicable GHG 
emission reduction strategies as described in Table 2-7, but the proposed project also 
would not conflict with or impede the future statewide GHG emission reductions goals. 
CARB has outlined a number of potential strategies for achieving the 2030 reduction 
target of 40 percent below 1990 levels. These potential strategies include renewable 
resources for half of the State’s electricity by 2030, increasing the fuel economy of 
vehicles and the number of zero-emission or hybrid vehicles, reducing the rate of growth 
in vehicle miles traveled, supporting other alternative transportation options, and use of 
high efficiency appliances, water heaters, and HVAC systems (Energy and 
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Environmental Economics 2015). The proposed project would benefit from statewide 
efforts toward increasing the fuel economy standards of vehicles. While CARB is in the 
process of developing a framework for the 2030 reduction target in the Scoping Plan, the 
proposed project would support or not impede implementation of these potential 
reduction strategies identified by CARB. 

 Consistency with Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15 
Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15 establish goals for reducing GHG emissions. 
Executive Order S-3-05’s goal to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 was 
codified by the Legislature as AB 32. As analyzed above, the proposed project would be 
consistent with AB 32. Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with the 2020 
component of Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15. 

Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15 also establish goals to reduce GHG emissions to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. SB 32 
established the 2030 goal as law but the 2050 goal has not yet been codified by the 
legislature. However, studies have shown that, to meet the 2030 and 2050 targets, 
aggressive technologies in the transportation and energy sectors, including electrification 
and the decarbonization of fuel, will be required. In its Climate Change Scoping Plan, 
CARB acknowledged that the “measures needed to meet the 2050 goal are too far in the 
future to define in detail” (CARB 2008). In the First Update, however, CARB generally 
described the type of activities required to achieve the 2050 target: “energy demand 
reduction through efficiency and activity changes; large-scale electrification of on-road 
vehicles, buildings, and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel supplies; 
and rapid market penetration of efficiency and clean energy technologies that requires 
significant efforts to deploy and scale markets for the cleanest technologies immediately” 
(CARB 2014). Due to the technological shifts required and the unknown parameters of 
the regulatory framework in 2030 and 2050, quantitatively analyzing the proposed 
project’s impacts further relative to the 2030 and 2050 goals currently is speculative for 
purposes of CEQA. 

Although the proposed project’s emissions levels in 2030 and 2050 cannot yet be reliably 
quantified, statewide efforts are underway to facilitate the State’s achievement of those 
goals and it is reasonable to expect the proposed project’s emissions level to decline as 
the regulatory initiatives identified by CARB in the First Update are implemented, and 
other technological innovations occur. Stated differently, the proposed project’s 
emissions during the first operational year of 2019 represents the maximum emissions 
inventory for the proposed project as California’s emissions sources are being regulated 
(and foreseeably expected to continue to be regulated in the future) in furtherance of the 
State’s environmental policy objectives. The proposed project’s emissions would decline 
as Scoping Plan emissions reductions strategies are codified into law, particularly with 
respect to vehicle emissions standards and marine vessel emissions standards. As a result, 
the proposed project would not conflict with the Executive Orders’ goals. 
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Consistency with Other Plans, Policies, Regulations, or 
Recommendations to Reduce GHG Emissions 
The proposed project would also be consistent with other statewide, regional and local 
plan, policies, regulations, and recommendations to reduce GHG emissions from 
development. The primary focus of many of the statewide and regional mandates, plans, 
policies and regulations is to address worldwide climate change. According to CAPCOA, 
“GHG impacts are exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG 
emission impacts from a climate change perspective” (CAPCOA 2008). Due to the 
complex physical, chemical and atmospheric mechanisms involved in global climate 
change, there is no basis for concluding that the proposed project’s annual GHG 
emissions would cause a measurable change in global GHG emissions sufficient to create 
a significant proposed project level impact on global climate change. The GHG emissions 
of the proposed project alone are not expected to cause a direct physical change in the 
environment. It is global GHG emissions in their aggregate that contribute to climate 
change, not any single source of GHG emissions alone. Because of the lack of evidence 
indicating that the proposed project’s GHG emissions would cause a measurable change 
in global GHG emissions sufficient to create a significant proposed project-level impact 
on global climate change, proposed project emissions are not anticipated to contribute 
considerably to global climate change. The proposed project is also considered to be 
consistent with the GHG reduction goals of Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 and 
associated GHG reduction plans, and it is not expected that proposed project 
development would impede their goals. 

As detailed above, the proposed project would either be consistent, or would not conflict 
with, statewide and regional climate change mandates, plans, policies, and 
recommendations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant. The proposed project involves the application of copper sulfate 

pentahydrate (a successful algaecide) by chemical dry hopper and helicopter to reservoirs 
and sections of the Los Angeles Aqueduct impacted by the growth of algae and 
pondweed, disrupting water conveyance. Copper sulfate pentahydrate contains 
components that are considered hazardous by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) Hazard Communication Standard. There are potential health 
risks associated with the ingestion, inhalation, and physical contact to skin or eyes with 
this compound.  

 To minimize risk associated with the use of copper sulfate the proposed project would 
follow the guidelines developed in the APAP, attached as Appendix A.  

 In addition to the procedures detailed in the APAP, all staff on-site would follow 
procedures laid out on the copper sulfate label and MSDS, attached as Appendix B. Such 
procedures include the use of personal protective equipment and clothing, including 
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powder-free vinyl gloves to avoid contamination associated with latex gloves. 
Additionally, the APAP contains best management practices to ensure safety when 
handling copper sulfate. The APAP requires that herbicide be applied by LADWP 
personnel, contractors, or subcontracts who have either a Qualified Applicator Certificate 
or License issued by the State of California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(Licensing Certification Program). Application would be limited to up to five times per 
year. Implementation of the APAP, compliance with the MSDS label for the applicable 
of copper sulfate, and use of trained personal would reduce any impacts related to the 
routine, transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials to a less than significant level.  

b) Less than Significant. The APAP includes measures and best management practices to 
ensure that the public would not be adversely affected by the application of copper sulfate 
to the waters within the proposed project area. The amount of copper sulfate would be 
minimized with dosage determined based on manufacturer’s recommendation and on the 
flow in the receiving body of water at the time of treatment. Additionally, the valves near 
the receiving body of water would be closed to ensure that treated water does not travel to 
places where it could cause adverse effects to the public. The copper sulfate would be 
applied according to label instruction to prevent spills. Should a spill occur the staff 
would follow the field division’s established emergency response procedures and refer to 
the MSDS for instructions on containing and cleaning up the spill. In addition, staff 
would follow and comply with measures detailed in the APAP. Compliance with the field 
division’s emergency response procedures, MSDS instructions, and the APAP would 
ensure that impacts to the environment would be less than significant. 

c) No Impact. The nearest school to the Alabama Gates site is Lo-Inyo Elementary School 
approximately 5.5 miles away. The nearest school to the Haiwee Reservoirs and Merritt 
Cut Sites is Lone Pine High School, which is approximately 30 miles north of the site. 
There are no schools within a 0.25-mile radius of any of the potential application sites. 
No impact would occur. 

d) No Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5, amended in 1992, requires CalEPA to 
develop and update annually the Cortese List, which is a list of hazardous waste sites and 
other contaminated sites. According to the most recently published Cortese List, and 
DTSC EnviroStor and SWRCB GeoTracker datatbases, no hazardous waste sites are 
located on or in close proximity to the proposed project (DTSC 2018). Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

e) No Impact. The Lone Pine Airport is the closest airport to any of the proposed project 
sites, approximately 6.5 miles south of the Alabama Gates site and 30 miles north of the 
Haiwee Reservoirs and Merritt Cut sites. Additionally, the Independence Airport is 
roughly 11 miles north of the Alabama Gates site. Inyo County has incorporated Airport 
Hazard Overlay Districts into its code in order to protect the lives and property of users of 
the various county airports as well as the occupants of the land in the vicinity of county 
airports (Inyo County 2018). All of the proposed project sites lie outside of this area. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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f) No Impact. The Inyo County RTP identifies evacuation routes applicable to the proposed 
project area. The primary evacuation route for Lone Pine is US Highway 395, which is 
the north-south arterial traversing Inyo County, directly adjacent to all potential 
application sites (Inyo County 2015). The proposed project is an operational copper 
sulfate application proposed project involving up to five applications per year. Activities 
would include helicopter and truck usage for delivering and applying copper sulfate to 
portions of the aqueduct or reservoirs. Proposed project activities would not require road 
closures or activities that would impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact would occur 

g) No Impact. The proposed project sites are located in areas designated by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE’s) Fire Resource and Protection 
Program (FRAP). Alabama Gates is located in an area designated as “High” in the State 
Responsibility Area (SRA) mapping, and as “Other High” in the Local Responsibility 
Area (LRA) mapping (CAL FIRE 2007). The Haiwee Reservoirs and Merritt Cut sites 
are located in an area designated as “LRA Unincorporated” and are surrounded by 
Federal Responsibility Areas (FRAs) in the SRA mapping, and are designated as “LRA 
Moderate” in the LRA mapping. These hazard areas are described according to their 
potential to cause fire hazards due to relevant factors such as fuels, terrain, and weather, 
and provide the basis for application of various mitigation strategies to reduce risks to 
buildings associated with wildfires (CAL FIRE 2007). The proposed project is not 
proposing any new construction and the operations of the proposed project would not do 
anything to increase exposure to wildfire in either urban or natural settings. Trucks and 
helicopters would travel to and from the proposed project sites using existing 
maintenance roads and designated helicopter landing pads. Truck and helicopters would 
not fuel within the proposed project impact areas. Copper sulfate does not have a flash 
point nor is it flammable according to its MSDS. No impact would occur.  
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2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:  

    

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site; 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite; 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iii) create or contribute runoff water that would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release 

of pollutants due to project inundation? 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant. The proposed project seeks to reduce algae and aquatic vascular 

plants along the Los Angeles Aqueduct through the aerial and direct application of 
copper sulfate. The algae and aquatic vascular plants are of concern due to their 
inhibition of adequate water conveyance along the aqueduct. Both USEPA and the 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation have approved copper sulfate as a 
proposed treatment material for algae and aquatic vascular plants in California.  

State water quality regulators require persons using aquatic pesticides to apply for 
coverage under the general NPDES permit, Order No. 2013-0002-DWQ. To obtain 
coverage under this NPDES permit, applicants are required to demonstrate either that its 
discharges comply with the water quality criteria for priority pollutants under the 
California Toxics Rule and National Toxics Rule or that it qualifies for an exemption 
from compliance with such criteria, pursuant to Section 5.3 of the SWRCB’s SIP. The 
NPDES permit for which this IS/MND is made, provides for the categorical exception 
from numeric water quality criteria and objectives for priority pollutants for the 
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application of aquatic pesticides by public entities in the exercise of resource or algae 
management activities. As a Water System, LADWP is eligible and has coverage under 
the NPDES permit relating to the application of aquatic pesticides directly to its aqueduct 
and other areas. Furthermore, the permit requires applicants to submit an APAP 
describing their pesticide application and water quality monitoring programs and have it 
approved by the SWRCB. LADWP has submitted an APAP along with their permit 
application to the SWRCB. A Notice of Applicability, along with APAP approval, was 
received from the SWRCB on October 15, 2018. The APAP is attached as Appendix A. 
The APAP includes an explanation of the application program, information regarding 
each application location, best management practices, and monitoring protocol for each 
site, as well as information regarding amounts of herbicide and pesticide used and 
measures to ensure treatment is controlled. The APAP also includes a monitoring plan 
(see Appendix A) with water quality monitoring requirements. 

LADWP has applied copper sulfate to the proposed facilities in past years under the 
NPDES permit with an emergency exemption from the SIP and Basin Plan. The amount 
applied to the receiving body of water would be based on the copper sulfate label, the 
flow rate of the receiving body of water, and would be applied in accordance with the 
project-specific APAP.  

The application of copper sulfate along the aqueduct might temporarily raise dissolved 
copper levels above approved receiving water limitations. However, this proposed project 
would comply with the NPDES permit and exemption conditions and APAP Monitoring 
Plan, and implement best management practices. With adherence to the appropriate 
permit conditions, impacts would be considered less than significant. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project includes the application of copper sulfate to existing 
locations along the concrete-lined Los Angeles Aqueduct and two reservoirs; it would not 
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore, no 
impact would occur.  

c) No Impact. The proposed project includes the application of copper sulfate to existing 
locations along the concrete-lined Los Angeles Aqueduct and two reservoirs; it would not 
include construction of new facilities or modification to existing facilities. The proposed 
project would not alter existing drainage patterns of the site or area, and no impact would 
occur.  

d) No Impact. The proposed project includes the application of copper sulfate to existing 
locations along the concrete-lined Los Angeles Aqueduct and two reservoirs; it would not 
include construction of new facilities or modification to existing facilities. While the 
immediate perimeter of the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs can be subject to 
flooding with a 0.2 to 1 percent chance of annual flood, depending on application 
location, the proposed project otherwise takes place in an area of minimal flood hazard 
(FEMA 2019) and no impact would occur. 
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e)  Less than Significant. The proposed project includes the application of copper sulfate to 
existing locations along the concrete-lined Los Angeles Aqueduct and two reservoirs. 
Implementation of the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of a water 
control plan or impact groundwater management in any way. The proposed project would 
be in compliance with existing permit conditions and would not impact the 
implementation of any water quality control plans for the area with implementation of the 
NPDES permit and adherence to the approved APAP, and impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

References 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2019. FEMA Flood Map Service Center. 
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2.11 Land Use and Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the 

construction of a linear feature, such as a highway or railroad, or removal of a means of 
access, such as a road or bridge that would impact mobility within or between existing 
communities. The proposed project does not include the construction of any facilities and 
would not impact mobility within or between existing communities; therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

b) No Impact. The proposed would include operational activities within existing facilities 
currently owned and operated by LADWP. The proposed project would not cause a 
change to the current land use or create a significant impact to its land use designation. 
Therefore, the proposed project would be compatible with existing land use designations 
and zoning. The proposed project would not conflict with any other land use plan, policy, 
or regulation; therefore, no impact would occur. 

References 
Inyo County, 2013. Inyo County Zoning Code. Chapter 8: Development Standards, Section 

18.08.220, last updated May, 2013. Available at 
http://inyoplanning.org/documents/Chapter8-DevelopmentStandards.pdf; accessed October 
17, 2018. 
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2.12 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The proposed project areas have not been identified as areas with significant 

mineral deposits by Mineral Land Classification Maps prepared pursuant to the pursuant 
to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) (DOC 1993). Specifically, the 
proposed project treatment sites are located in an area with a mineral land classification 
of MRZ-4, which indicates that current geologic information cannot rule out either the 
presence or absence of mineral resources (DOC 1987; DOC 2018). However, no ground-
disturbing activities would occur as a result of the proposed project. Since the proposed 
project would not include ground-disturbing activities, no impacts to mineral resources 
would occur. 

b) No Impact. No mineral resources have been identified by the Inyo County General Plan, 
the Inyo County Zoning Code, or any other land use plans applicable to the proposed 
project area (Inyo County 2013). In addition, no ground-disturbing activities would occur 
as a result of the proposed project; therefore, no impact would occur. 

References 
California Department of Conservation, 2018. Guidelines for Classification and Designation of 
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2018. 

DOC, 1987. Mineral Land Classification Map. South Half of the Eureka-Saline Valley SMARA 
Study Area. Available at ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/sr/SR_166/Plate%203B.pdf; 
accessed October 17, 2018. 

Inyo County, 2013. Inyo County Zoning Code and General Plan, last updated May, 2013. 
Available at http://inyoplanning.org/projects/GPandZoningUpdates.htm; accessed October 
17, 2018. 
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2.13 Noise 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIII. NOISE — Would the project result in:     

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a,b) Less than Significant. The proposed project would include several noise-generating 

activities, namely the hauling and dispersal of copper sulfate using trucks, helicopter, or 
boat, which would temporarily increase noise levels above ambient levels. Application of 
copper sulfate could occur up to five times per year, meaning up to 5 days of helicopter 
use, and 15 days of boat and vehicle use. Helicopter noise would be heard coming and 
going; however, the total operation time for the helicopter would be 1 hour at the dam 
and would be transient for coming and going. These activities, however, occur during 
daytime hours and in areas that are closed to public use. Therefore, their operation would 
not expose nearby persons to significant levels of noise or ground-borne vibration. 
Likewise, since there is no permanent footprint to this project, there would not be a 
permanent increase in noise above ambient levels. Impact would be less than significant.  

c) No Impact. The Lone Pine Airport would be the closest airport to the proposed project 
sites, approximately 6.5 miles south of the Alabama Gates site and 30 miles north of the 
Haiwee Reservoirs and Merritt Cut sites. Additionally, the Independence Airport is 
roughly 11 miles north of the Alabama Gates site. Therefore, the proposed project is not 
located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport and not located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts would occur. 
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2.14 Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The proposed project would include copper sulfate treatment within existing 

LADWP facilities to help reduce aquatic algal growth and plant growth currently 
obstructing water flows from the LA Aqueduct to the Owens Lake Dust Mitigation 
Project. Treatment would improve obstructed flows of water to meet flow demands 
required by the Owens Lake Dust Mitigation Project. No new construction or expansion 
of existing facilities would occur as a result of the proposed project and the project would 
not induce population growth directly or indirectly. No impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project would include operational activities of existing water 
infrastructure facilities and would not displace housing or require construction of new 
housing. No impact would occur. 
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2.15 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES —      

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered government facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
ii) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iii) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iv) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
v) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a.i) No Impact. Volunteer fire departments would provide fire protection services to the 

proposed project treatment areas located in Inyo County. The fire protection districts 
(FPD) present within Inyo County include Bishop FPD, Big Pine FPD, Independence 
FPD, Lone Pine FPD, and Southern Inyo FPD. Additionally, federal land management 
agencies are responsible for fire protection on lands they manage. These agencies include 
the following: CAL FIRE, Bureau of Land Management, and US Forest Service. Since no 
construction activity would occur as a result of the proposed project, and operational 
activities would occur up to five times per year, the proposed project would not 
substantially alter the existing fire service demands. The service provides above would 
not be required to expand or construct new fire station locations to serve the proposed 
project area. No impact would occur. 

a.ii) No Impact. The California Highway Patrol, Inyo County Sheriff’s Department, and the 
Bishop Police Department would provide law enforcement services to the proposed 
project treatment areas located in Inyo County. There would be no construction 
associated with the proposed project, and the proposed project would not include building 
new houses or bringing new businesses to the area that would require additional police 
protections services. Therefore, police protection needs would not increase and the law 
enforcement providers listed above would not be required to expand or construct new 
police stations to serve the proposed project area. No impact would occur. 

a.iii) No Impact. The proposed project would not change existing demand for school services, 
as the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in an increase in 
population. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to school 
services. 
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a.iv) No Impact. The proposed project would not result in an increase in population, and 
would not prompt the need for new parks. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
impact related to parks. 

a.v) No Impact. The proposed project would not include new housing or businesses to the 
area that would require any additional services or public facilities, including libraries. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to other public facilities. 
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2.16 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVI. RECREATION:     

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The proposed project includes operational activities at existing LADWP 

water infrastructure facilities would not include the construction of any new facilities. 
The proposed project would not induce any population growth or bring large numbers of 
people to the proposed project area. Therefore, no increase of use to neighborhood parks, 
regional parks, or recreational facilities would result from implementation of the 
proposed project. No impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project would not include construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities. No impact would occur. 
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 2.17 Transportation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:     

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. LADWP plans to apply copper sulfate on an as-needed basis in the proposed 

project area in Inyo County that runs parallel to a nearby north-south highway, US 
Highway 395. These treatments would be applied both aerially and through direct 
application as deemed appropriate based on the needs of each site. As such, traffic 
impacts associated with these project sites would vary depending on the determined 
method of application. 

 Direct Application 
Direct auger feeder application of copper sulfate by qualified LADWP personnel, a 
subconsultant, or contractor would require the use of trucks. Trucks would receive copper 
sulfate crystals from Van Norman Chemical Depot in Sylmar and travel 160–190 miles to 
the proposed project site to deliver the copper sulfate directly to Merritt Cut or Alabama 
Gates, or other concrete-lined portions of the Los Angeles Aqueduct. It is anticipated that 
these truck trips would involve driving on US Highway 395 and/or connected highways 
(i.e., SR 136 and SR 190). 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the state-mandated Congestion 
Management Plan (CMP). The CMP is a program enacted by the State legislature to 
address the impacts that urban congestion has on local communities and the region as a 
whole. Inyo County Local Transportation Commission is the local agency responsible for 
implementing the requirements of the CMP for the project region. The proposed project 
would also be required to comply with local policy regarding traffic and congestion. The 
2015 Inyo County Regional Transportation Program states that a junction near the 
proposed project’s application areas, the US 395–SR 136 junction, is one of the most 
heavily impacted junctions in the County (Inyo County Public Works 2018).  

The proposed project would require up to three staff in personal vehicles during 
monitoring activities and truck trips associated with the delivery of the auger feeder to the 
proposed project site. In addition, copper sulfate application would only occur up to five 
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times per year.  It is estimated that one to two material transport trucks would be 
required. Due to the small volume of vehicle traffic associated with this project, truck 
trips would have a negligible impact on traffic congestion at the US 395–SR 136 junction 
or nearby intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, or 
mass transit. Therefore, no impacts would occur to any plans, ordinances, or policies 
concerning traffic circulation or congestion management.  

 Aerial Application 
Aerial application of copper sulfate to the proposed project areas would not have any 
impact to traffic congestion at nearby intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, or mass transit. Therefore, no impacts would occur to any 
plans, ordinances, or policies concerning traffic circulation or congestion management.  

b) No Impact. “Vehicle miles traveled” refers to the amount and distance of automobile 
travel attributed to a proposed project. A total up to 11 workers could be required during 
operation of the proposed project. These trips would be temporary, only happening as 
needed one to five times a year and would not result in any perceivable increase in 
vehicle miles traveled that would exceed a city or county threshold of significance. There 
are no new permanent vehicle trips associated with the proposed project. Vehicle miles 
generated during operation of the proposed project would be minimal and sporadic and 
would not cause a substantially decrease in the performance of existing roadways within 
the regional circulation system. As a result, the proposed project would be consistent with 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b), and no impacts would occur.  

c) No Impact. The proposed project would not include construction or modifications to 
existing facilities. In addition, trucks required for direct application of copper sulfate 
would not be incompatible with local roadways. No impact would occur. 

d) No Impact. Vehicles parking at LADWP facilities or other locations near treatment areas 
(i.e., public parking lots) are routine and would occur in designated areas. No 
construction would be required as part of the proposed project and no road closures 
would be required. Therefore, no impact to emergency access or evacuation would occur. 

References 
Inyo County Public Works, 2018. “Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan.” Inyoltc.org. 

Available at http://www.inyoltc.org/pdfs/rtp/frtpwhole.pdf; accessed October 18, 2018. 
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2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and that 
is: 

    

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe.  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 52, through its implementing regulations, requires that lead 
agencies consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project and who have requested in writing to 
be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in the tribe’s geographic area (PRC Section 
21080.3.1(b) and (d)).  

LADWP requested a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American contacts from 
the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC responded on August 
21, 2018 stating that the SLF search returned negative results. The NAHC’s response also 
included a list of four tribes with traditional lands or cultural places located within the project 
area including: Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley, Bishop Paiute Tribe, Fort 
Independence Indian Community of Paiutes, and Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Tribe. 

On October 23, 2018 LADWP sent formal notification letters to the tribes appearing on the 
NAHC-provided list. The letters notified the tribes of the proposed project, provided project 
description and location information, assured the tribes of LADWP’s commitment to 
confidentiality under PRC Section 21082.3(c), LADWP’s contact information, and invited the 
tribes to respond within 30 days with their interest in AB 52 consultation.  

To date, LADWP has not received any tribal responses. Table 2-8 summarizes LADWP’s 
consultation efforts. 



2. Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 
 

Copper Sulfate Application Project 70 ESA /  D160626.19 
IS/MND June 2019 

TABLE 2-8 
SUMMARY OF AB 52 CONSULTATION 

Tribe Representative Title Date Letter Sent Response 

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of 
the Owens Valley 

Ms. Genevieve Jones Chairperson 10/23/2018 No response 

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of 
the Owens Valley 

Ms. Danelle Gutierrez Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 

10/23/2018 No response 

Bishop Paiute Tribe Mr. Bill Vega Chairperson 10/23/2018 No response 

Fort Independence 
Indian Community of 
Paiutes 

Mr. Norman Wilder Chairperson 10/23/2018 No response 

Lone Pine Paiute-
Shoshone Tribe 

Ms. Mary Wuester Chairperson 10/23/2018 No response 

 

a.i-ii) No Impact. A search of the SLF and outreach to California Native American tribes 
identified by the NAHC as traditionally and culturally affiliated with the proposed project area 
did not identify any tribal cultural resources within the project area. No impact would occur.  
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2.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The proposed project does not propose the construction of any facilities and 

includes operational activities associated only with copper sulfate application at existing 
LADWP facilities. No impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project is an operational copper sulfate application project and 
does not relate to water entitlements or require new or expanded entitlements. Operation 
of the proposed project would not require water supplies to serve the project. No impact 
would occur. 

c) No Impact. The proposed project treatment areas are located within the California Water 
Quality Control Board’s Lahontan Basin Region, or Region 6. However, the proposed 
project is an operational copper sulfate application project and would not involve 
wastewater or wastewater treatment. No impact would occur. 

d) Less than Significant. Waste management services for the proposed project site are 
provided by the Inyo County Waste Management Department. The proposed project 
would not include construction or require the disposal of materials. Maintenance 
activities could result in minimal waste disposal needs; however, it is not anticipated that 
significant solid waste generation would occur as a result of the proposed project. If 
waste disposal is required during any of the operational application activities (up to five 
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per year), nearby waste management facilities, such as the Lone Pine Landfill, would 
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed project (CalRecycle 2018). 
Impacts would be considered less than significant. 

e) No Impact. The proposed project would comply with all federal, state, and local 
requirements relevant to solid waste management, such as the California Integrated 
Waste Management Act of 1989. However, since the proposed project does not include 
any construction, it is not anticipated that significant amounts of solid waste would be 
generated during copper sulfate application. No impact would occur. 

References 
CalRecycle. 2018. Facility/Site Summary Detail: Savage Canyon Landfill. Available at 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/19-AH-0001/Detail/. Accessed 
January 9, 2018.  
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2.20 Wildfire 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XX. WILDFIRE — If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

    

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
The proposed project sites are located in areas designated by CAL FIRE’s FRAP. Alabama Gates 
is located in an area designated as “High” in the SRA mapping, and as “Other High” in the LRA 
mapping (CAL FIRE 2007). The Haiwee Reservoirs and Merritt Cut sites are located in an area 
designated as “LRA Unincorporated” and are surrounded by FRAs in the SRA mapping, and are 
designated as “LRA Moderate” in the LRA mapping. These hazard areas are described according 
to their potential to cause fire hazards due to relevant factors such as fuels, terrain, and weather 
and provide the basis for application of various mitigation strategies to reduce risks to buildings 
associated with wildfires (CAL FIRE 2007). 

a) No Impact. The proposed project is not proposing any new construction and the 
operations of the proposed project would not do anything to increase exposure to wildfire 
in either urban or natural settings. Trucks and helicopters would travel to and from the 
proposed project sites using existing maintenance roads and designated helicopter landing 
pads. Truck and helicopters would not fuel within the proposed project impact areas. 
Copper sulfate does not have a flash point nor is it flammable according to its MSDS. As 
discussed in Section 8f, proposed project activities would not require road closures or 
activities that would impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project would not take place on a significantly sloped area nor 
would it expose people to fire risk based on prevailing wind. The proposed project would 
not expose people to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread 
of a wildfire. No impact would occur.  
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c) No Impact. The proposed project does not propose construction of any kind. Therefore, 
the proposed project would have no impact on exacerbating fire risk due to the 
construction of new facilities. No impact would occur.  

d) No Impact. The operation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures 
to any flooding or landslides as a result of post-fire slope instability or drainage channels. 
The Merritt Cut and Alabama Gate locations are portions of the Los Angeles Aqueduct 
and in the event of a flooding event application would not occur. The Haiwee Reservoir 
application sites would require the use of aircraft to apply the copper sulfate and would 
not expose people to flooding or landslide. Additionally, application would only happen 
one to five times a year as needed. No impact would occur.  

References 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2007. Wildland Hazard and 

Building Codes, Inyo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Adopted by CAL FIRE on 
November 7, 2007. Available online at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fhsz_maps_inyo. Accessed on October 17, 2018.  
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2.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —      

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project includes the application of 

copper sulfate along the Los Angeles Aqueduct and two reservoirs to treat overgrowth of 
aquatic vascular plants with copper sulfate. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-6 
would ensure that operation of the proposed project would not result in significant impact 
to wildlife populations or habitat for fish and wildlife species. The impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation.  

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project sites are each located 
within properties owned and operated by LADWP. The proposed project consists of 
routine maintenance activity to maintain existing infrastructure effectivity and maintain 
water quality along the Los Angeles Aqueduct. Application events would be conducted a 
maximum of five times per year on an as-needed basis. Impacts related to the 
bioaccumulation of copper within the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs could result in 
potential cumulative impacts related to biological resources. The following outlines 
impacts as they pertain to special-status plants, special-status wildlife, riparian and 
natural communities, wetland habitat, and wildlife movement and nursery sites. 

 Special-Status Plants 
Aquatic Plants. No aquatic special-status plants are expected to occur in the proposed 
project vicinity; therefore, no cumulative effects would occur. 

Shoreline Plants. Cumulative effects to shoreline plants could result from additional 
facilities maintenance activities along the aqueduct and around the reservoirs. These 
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activities could include vegetation removal and use of other additives and treatments 
within the reservoir and aqueduct system. The addition of copper sulfates from the 
proposed project is not expected to contribute to incremental effects in a way that would 
be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative effects would be less than 
significant. 

Upland Plants. Cumulative effects to upland plants could result from additional facilities 
maintenance activities along the aqueduct and around the reservoirs. These activities 
could include vegetation removal or development of natural habitats. However, the 
proposed project is located in a relatively undeveloped area, and the addition of copper 
sulfates contributed by the proposed project is not expected to contribute to incremental 
effects in a way that would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative effects 
would be less than significant. 

 Special-Status Wildlife 
Shoreline Wildlife. Cumulative effects to special-status shoreline wildlife could occur as 
a result of bioaccumulation related to previous copper sulfate treatments, as well as due 
to the effects of ongoing operations and maintenance activities at the reservoirs and 
aqueduct. 

While it is expected that copper sulfate applied in the aqueduct would be largely carried 
downstream and become continually more diluted, it is also expected that copper 
applications in the reservoirs would likely accumulate in the bottom sediments of the 
reservoirs. Because copper sulfate could result in wildlife toxicity due to bioaccumulation 
or direct toxicity from exposure to accumulated copper sulfates in bottom sediments from 
repeat applications, including previous applications that are not part of the proposed 
project, cumulative effects to shoreline wildlife species could be potentially significant, 
depending on the existing levels of copper sulfates within sediments. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6, cumulative effects to shoreline special-
status wildlife would be less than significant. 

Upland Wildlife. Ongoing operations and maintenance activities that occur at the 
reservoirs and aqueduct in addition to the proposed project are assumed to be relatively 
low impact; therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-3 and BIO-4 to 
reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative vehicle-related mortalities to 
wildlife species such as desert tortoise; implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 to 
reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative effects to nesting upland birds; 
and implementation of an aquatic pesticide monitoring program under Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6 to reduce the proposed project’s contribution to potential cumulative 
effects to upland wildlife through bioaccumulation within the food chain, overall 
cumulative effects to upland special-status wildlife would be less than significant. 
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 Riparian Habitat and Sensitive Natural Communities 
Cumulative impacts to riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities could occur due 
to copper sulfate accumulation in the sediments and shorelines of reservoirs from 
applications prior to those under the proposed project. Accumulation of copper sulfate 
could disrupt ecological processes and decrease the health of these communities. 
However, with implementation of a pesticide monitoring program under Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

 Federal Wetlands 
The proposed project would not result in direct impacts to federal wetlands or the loss of 
federal wetlands. Ecological impacts to federal wetlands would be the same as those 
described under riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities. Accumulation of 
copper sulfate from the proposed project in combination with copper sulfate from 
previous applications could disrupt ecological processes and decrease the health of these 
communities. However, with implementation of a pesticide monitoring program as 
outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-6, cumulative impacts would be considered less than 
significant. 

 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 
The proposed project site generally does not provide a corridor for the movement of 
terrestrial or aquatic wildlife species. Migratory waterfowl and shorebirds may use the 
reservoirs as stopover habitat during migration, but in combination with additional past, 
current, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, the proposed project is not expected 
to cumulatively constrain the use of this habitat. Cumulative impacts to wildlife 
movement would be less than significant. 

The proposed project area may provide wildlife nursery habitat in the form of shallow 
waters for fish and amphibian maturation and nearby potential roost structures and trees 
for bat maternity colonies. However, the proposed project area does not provide uniquely 
valuable nursery habitat for these species and the provided aquatic habitat is artificial 
with fish species introduced for recreational purposes. Cumulative impacts to wildlife 
nursery sites would be less than significant.  

 Mitigation Measures 
BIO-6: LADWP shall develop a plan to assess the current and future levels of 
copper sulfate accumulation in reservoir sediments and/or aquatic organisms and 
determine whether future copper sulfate applications could result in the 
introduction of toxic levels of copper sulfates into the food chain. This 
monitoring program may be conducted as part of monitoring under the APAP, 
but shall also assess the potential for compounding (or mitigating) effects if 
multiple types chemical applications are occurring or have previously occurred 
within the same water body. The monitoring program shall include a biological 
sampling component to ensure that bioaccumulation of copper sulfates within the 
ecosystem is not reaching levels of concern, as determined by the USEPA Office 
of Pesticide Programs. A level of concern exceedance or other indication of 
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toxicity risks would trigger further investigations and potential modifications to 
treatment procedures. 

c) Less than Significant. With implementation of the best management practices outlined 
in the APAP and APAP Monitoring Plan, impacts to human beings would be less than 
significant. The proposed project may cause limited and temporary noise disturbance 
during application, which would be considered less than significant. Therefore, the 
effects of the proposed project on human beings would be less than significant. 
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are not expected to 
sustain viable 
populations of this 
species. 

Siphateles bicolor 
snyderi Owens tui chub FE, SE 

Aquatic. Endemic to the Owens River basin in 
a variety of habitats. Needs clear, clean 
water, adequate cover, and aquatic 
vegetation. Low 

While introduction of this 
species is possible, the 
reservoirs and aqueduct 
are not expected to 
sustain viable 
populations of this 
species. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

Batrachoseps 
campi 

Inyo Mountains 
slender 
salamander SSC 

Shoreline. Moist canyons on the west and 
east slopes of the Inyo Mountains, where 
surface water is present. Takes cover under 
rocks on moist sandy loam in steep-walled 
canyons with permanent springs. Also in 
underground crevices. Elevation range 
extends from 550 - 2620 m. Low 

Typical canyon spring 
habitat not present. 

Gopherus agassizii desert tortoise FT, ST 

Upland. Most common in desert scrub, desert 
wash, and Joshua tree habitats; occurs in 
almost every desert habitat. Require friable 
soil for burrow and nest construction. 
Creosote bush habitat with large annual 
wildflower blooms preferred. It is found from 
near sea level to 1067 m. Moderate 

Previously recorded 
occurrences near the 
south end of South 
Haiwee Reservoir 

Lithobates pipiens 
northern 
leopard frog SSC 

Aquatic. Native range is east of Sierra 
Nevada-Cascade Crest. Near permanent or 
semi-permanent water in a variety of habitats. 
Highly aquatic species. Shoreline cover, 
submerged and emergent aquatic vegetation 
are important habitat characteristics. 
Elevation range extends from sea level to 
2130 m. Low 

Only recently recorded 
populations in Owen's 
Valley occur north of 
Bishop. 

Rana sierrae 

Sierra Nevada 
yellow-legged 
frog FE, ST 

Aquatic. Always encountered within a few 
feet of water. Tadpoles may require 2 - 4 
years to complete their aquatic development. 
Found at elevations from 370 - 3,660 m. Low 

Mainly known from lakes 
and streams in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains. 

Birds 

Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle FP 

Upland. Rolling foothills, mountain areas, 
sage-juniper flats, and desert. Cliff-walled 
canyons provide nesting habitat in most parts 
of range; also, large trees in open areas. High 

Potential to forage 
throughout Owen's 
Valley. Nesting unlikely 
to occur. 

Asio otus long-eared owl SSC 

Shoreline. Riparian bottomlands grown to tall 
willows and cottonwoods; also, belts of live 
oak paralleling stream courses. Require 
adjacent open land, productive of mice and 
the presence of old nests of crows, hawks, or 
magpies for breeding. Moderate 

Potential to forage and 
nest in willow thickets 
around the reservoirs. 

Athene cunicularia burrowing owl SSC 

Upland. Open, dry annual or perennial 
grasslands, deserts, and scrublands 
characterized by low-growing vegetation. 
Subterranean nester, dependent upon 
burrowing mammals, most notably, the 
California ground squirrel. Moderate 

Potential to forage in 
open areas. Potential to 
nest or seasonally shelter 
if suitable burrows are 
present. 

Buteo swainsoni 
Swainson's 
hawk ST 

Upland. Breeds in grasslands with scattered 
trees, juniper-sage flats, riparian areas, 
savannahs, and agricultural or ranch lands 
with groves or lines of trees. Requires 
adjacent suitable foraging areas such as 
grasslands, or alfalfa or grain fields 
supporting rodent populations. Low 

Potential for occasional 
foraging, but more likely 
to occur in nearby 
agricultural areas or 
Owen's River floodplain. 

Charadrius 
alexandrinus 
nivosus 

western snowy 
plover 

FT, 
SSC 

Shoreline. Sandy beaches, salt pond levees 
and shores of large alkali lakes. Needs 
sandy, gravelly or friable soils for nesting. Moderate 

Known to occur at 
Owen's Lake. Potential to 
forage along reservoir 
shorelines. 

Charadrius 
montanus 

mountain 
plover SSC 

Upland. Short grasslands, freshly plowed 
fields, newly sprouting grain fields, and 
sometimes sod farms. Short vegetation, bare Low 

Potential for occasional 
foraging but more likely 
to occur in nearby 
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ground, and flat topography.  Prefers grazed 
areas and areas with burrowing rodents. 

agricultural areas or 
Owen's River floodplain. 

Circus cyaneus northern harrier SSC 

Shoreline. Nest and forage in grasslands, 
from salt grass in desert sink to mountain 
cienagas. Nests on ground in shrubby 
vegetation, usually at marsh edge; nest built 
of a large mound of sticks in wet areas. Moderate 

Potential to occur in 
marsh habitat south of 
South Haiwee Reservoir. 

Coccyzus 
americanus 
occidentalis 

western yellow-
billed cuckoo FE, SE 

Shoreline. Riparian forest nester, along the 
broad, lower flood-bottoms of larger river 
systems. Nests in riparian jungles of willow, 
often mixed with cottonwoods, with lower 
story of blackberry, nettles, or wild grape. Low 

Project area lacks the 
vast swaths of riparian 
forest preferred by this 
species. 

Empidonax traillii 
extimus 

southwestern 
willow 
flycatcher FE, SE 

Shoreline. Riparian woodland. Riparian 
woodlands in Southern California.  Moderate 

Project area lacks the 
large patches of riparian 
woodlands preferred by 
this species; however, 
migrants may find refuge 
in black willow thickets. 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus bald eagle 

FD, 
SE, FP 

Shoreline. Ocean shore, lake margins, and 
rivers for both nesting and wintering. Most 
nests within 1 mile of water. Nests in large, 
old-growth, or dominant live tree with open 
branches, especially ponderosa pine. Roosts 
communally in winter. High 

Potential to forage or 
nest near the reservoirs. 

Icteria virens 
yellow-
breasted chat SSC 

Shoreline. Summer resident; inhabits riparian 
thickets of willow and other brushy tangles 
near watercourses. Nests in low, dense 
riparian, consisting of willow, blackberry, wild 
grape; forages and nests within 10 feet of 
ground. High 

Potential to occur in 
riparian habitat along the 
reservoir margins. 

Ixobrychus exilis least bittern SSC 

Shoreline. Colonial nester in marshlands and 
borders of ponds and reservoirs which 
provide ample cover. Nests usually placed 
low in tules, over water. High 

Potential to occur in 
bulrush and tules along 
reservoir margins. 

Lanius ludovicianus 
loggerhead 
shrike SSC 

Upland. Broken woodlands, savannah, 
pinyon-juniper, Joshua tree, and riparian 
woodlands, desert oases, scrub and washes. 
Prefers open country for hunting, with 
perches for scanning, and fairly dense shrubs 
and brush for nesting. High 

Potential to occur in 
scrub habitats and along 
reservoirs. 

Toxostoma lecontei 
Le Conte's 
thrasher SSC 

Upland. Desert resident; primarily of open 
desert wash, desert scrub, alkali desert 
scrub, and desert succulent scrub habitats. 
Commonly nests in a dense, spiny shrub or 
densely branched cactus in desert wash 
habitat, usually 2-8 feet above ground. Moderate 

Potential to occur in 
upland shrub and wash 
habitats. 

Vireo bellii pusillus 
least Bell's 
vireo FE, SE 

Upland. Summer resident of Southern 
California in low riparian in vicinity of water or 
in dry river bottoms; below 610 m. Nests 
placed along margins of bushes or on twigs 
projecting into pathways, usually willow, 
Baccharis, mesquite. Moderate 

Potential to occur in 
black willow thickets and 
riparian habitats along 
reservoir shorelines. 

Mammals  

Antrozous pallidus pallid bat SSC 

Upland. Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands and forests. Most common in 
open, dry habitats with rocky areas for 
roosting. Roosts must protect bats from high 
temperatures. Very sensitive to disturbance 
of roosting sites. High 

Potential to forage in 
open habitats. 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Townsend's 
big-eared bat SSC 

Upland. Found throughout California in a 
wide variety of habitats. Most common in 
mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from 
walls and ceilings. Roosting sites limiting. 
Extremely sensitive to human disturbance. High 

Potential to forage 
around reservoirs. 

Euderma 
maculatum spotted bat SSC 

Upland. Occupies a wide variety of habitats 
from arid deserts and grasslands through 
mixed conifer forests. Feeds over water and 
along washes. Feeds almost entirely on Moderate 

Potential to forage at 
reservoirs. 
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moths. Needs rock crevices in cliffs or caves 
for roosting. 

Gulo gulo 
California 
wolverine 

FP, 
ST, FP 

Upland. Found in the north coast mountains 
and the Sierra Nevada. Found in a wide 
variety of high elevation habitats. Needs 
water source. Uses caves, logs, burrows for 
cover and den area. Hunts in more open 
areas. Can travel long distances. Elevations 
in the southern Sierra Nevada mostly are 
from 2000-3400 m. Low 

This species typically 
occurs at higher 
elevations. 

Microtus 
californicus 
vallicola 

Owens Valley 
vole SSC 

Shoreline. Found in wetlands and lush grassy 
ground in the Owens Valley. Needs friable 
soil for burrowing.  Eats grasses, sedges and 
herbs.  Clips grass to make runways leading 
from burrows. Moderate 

Potential to occur along 
reservoir margins. 

Ovis canadensis 
sierrae 

Sierra Nevada 
bighorn sheep 

FE, 
SE, FP 

Upland. Historically found along the east side 
and crest of the Sierra Nevada, and on the 
Great Western Divide. Available water and 
steep, open terrain free of competition from 
other grazing ungulates. Habitat occurs from 
the eastern base of the range as low as 1,460 
m to peaks above 4,300 m. Low 

This species typically 
occurs at higher 
elevations. 

Xerospermophilus 
mohavensis 

Mohave ground 
squirrel ST 

Upland. Open desert scrub, alkali scrub and 
Joshua tree woodland. Also feeds in annual 
grasslands. Restricted to Mojave Desert. 
Prefers sandy to gravelly soils, avoids rocky 
areas. Uses burrows at base of shrubs for 
cover. Nests are in burrows. Has been found 
from 505-1525 m in elevation. Moderate 

Potential to occur in 
washes and uplands 
near the reservoirs and 
aqueduct. 

Status Definitions: 
 
FE = Listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
FT = Listed as threatened under ESA 
FD = Delisted in accordance with the ESA 
SE = Listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 
ST = Listed as threatened under the CESA 
SSC = Species of Special Concern as identified by the CDFW 
FP = Listed as fully protected under Fish and Game Code 
 
SOURCES:  CDFW 2018a; Nafis 2018; Zeiner et al. 1988-1990. 

Aquatic Wildlife 
For purposes of this report, aquatic wildlife describes species that live in water for their entire 
lives or during specific stages of development. Aquatic wildlife includes all fish species as well as 
certain insects and amphibians that reproduce in water and undergo aquatic larval phases. No 
special-status aquatic wildlife species are known or expected to occur within the project area. 

Shoreline Wildlife 
For purposes of this report, shoreline wildlife describes species associated with wetland, riparian, 
shoreline, and other aquatic habitats for the purpose of nesting, foraging, or sheltering. These 
include species that nest or shelter in wetland or riparian habitats or forage predominantly on 
plants or other prey tied to wetland, riparian, or aquatic habitats. Special-status shoreline wildlife 
with a moderate or high potential to occur in the BSA include the long-eared owl, western snowy 
plover, northern harrier, bald eagle, yellow-breasted chat, least bittern, least Bell’s vireo, and 
Owen’s Valley vole. Each of these species is described below. 

Long-Eared Owl 
The long-eared owl is a California Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC 
Sections 3503 and 3503.5 and the MBTA. This raptor species forages in open habitats and nests 
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in riparian woodlands. This species has potential to nest in the black willow thickets surrounding 
the reservoirs. 

Western Snowy Plover 
The western snowy plover is federally-threatened and a CDFW Species of Special Concern. This 
shorebird species nests and forages along sandy beaches and alkali lakes. It is known to nest at 
nearby Owen’s Lake and has some potential to forage where sandy beaches are present around 
the reservoir. 

Northern Harrier 
The northern harrier is a CDFW Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC Sections 
3503 and 3503.5 and the MBTA. This raptor species nests and forests in grassy marshlands and 
has potential to occur in association with the large wetland areas between North and South 
Haiwee Reservoirs. 

Bald Eagle 
The bald eagle is a federally-delisted, State Endangered, and State Fully-Protected species also 
protected under CFGC Sections 3503 and 3503.5 and the MBTA. This raptor species feeds on 
fish and waterfowl and has potential to forage at the reservoirs. 

Yellow-Breasted Chat 
The yellow-breasted chat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC 
Section 3503 and the MBTA. This songbird species inhabits dense riparian woodland and shrub 
habitats and has potential to occur in the black willow thickets around the reservoirs. 

Least Bittern 
The least bittern is a CDFW Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC Section 3503 
and the MBTA. This wading bird species inhabits marshes and has potential to occur in the 
bulrushes around the reservoirs. 

Least Bell’s Vireo 
The least Bell’s vireo is federally- and state endangered and protected under CFGC Section 3503 
and the MBTA. This songbird nests and forages in riparian scrub and forest habitats and has 
potential to occur in the black willow thickets bordering the reservoirs. 

Owen’s Valley Vole 
The Owen’s Valley vole is a CDFW Species of Special Concern that is found in wetlands and 
grassy areas of the Owen’s Valley. This rodent species requires friable soils from digging and 
grasses, sedges, and herbs for foraging. This species has potential to occur in wetland habitats 
around the reservoirs. 

Upland Wildlife 
Upland species are generally those that occupy the arid scrub habitats, ephemeral wash habitats, 
badlands, and foothills surrounding the project site.  Upland species with a moderate or high 
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potential to occur include the desert tortoise, golden eagle, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, Le 
Conte’s thrasher, pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, spotted bat, and Mohave ground squirrel. 
Each of these species is described below. 

Desert Tortoise 
This federally and state-threated reptile species has a high potential to occur in uplands around 
the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs and Merritt Cut and low potential to occur and Alabama 
Gates. While the project area is above the generally described elevation range of the species, this 
species was recorded along the southern border of South Haiwee Reservoir in 2006. There are no 
records of this species north of Owen’s Lake; therefore, this species is not expected to occur at 
the Alabama Gates. The project is within the Western Mojave Recovery Unit and is not within or 
near any designated critical habitat for this species.  

Golden Eagle 
The golden eagle is a state-fully protected species that is also protected under the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This raptor species forages in 
broad, open habitats and nests on cliffs, power lines, structures, and trees. The golden eagle has 
potential to occasionally forage in the habitats around the reservoirs and along the aqueduct. This 
species is unlikely to nest around the reservoirs, but has the potential to nest on cliffs in the 
surrounding canyons and foothills. 

Burrowing Owl 
The burrowing owl is a CDFW Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC Sections 
3503 and 3503.5 and the MBTA. This raptor species occupies open, dry, grasslands and 
scrublands with low-growing vegetation. For nesting and shelter, this species is dependent on the 
presence of burrows created by other wildlife species. 

Loggerhead Shrike 
The loggerhead shrike is a CDFW Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC 
Section 3503 and the MBTA. This bird species prefers open habitats for foraging and dense 
shrubs for nesting and has potential to occur in the scrub habitats along the reservoir margins. 

Le Conte’s Thrasher 
The Le Conte’s thrasher is a CDFW Species of Special Concern also protected under CFGC 
Section 3503 and the MBTA. This bird species occurs in upland scrub and wash habitats. 

Pallid bat 
The pallid bat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern that forages in a variety of open habitats 
and roosts in caves, crevices, mines, and occasionally in hollow tree and buildings. This species 
needs occasional access to water but has urine-concentrating abilities. This species has potential 
to forage around the project area or occasionally drink from the reservoirs, but no suitable 
roosting habitat is known to occur. 
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Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
The Townsend’s big-eared bat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern that forages in a variety of 
habitat, particularly in mesic areas, and roosts in caves, tunnels, mines, and buildings. This 
species needs access to water and has a relatively poor urine-concentrating ability compared to 
other southwestern bats. This species has potential to forage around the project area and is likely 
to drink from the reservoirs. No suitable roosting habitat is known to occur, but potential roosting 
habitat may be provided by unknown caves, mines, or man-made structures around the reservoir. 

Spotted Bat 
The spotted bat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern that forages in a variety of habitats 
including deserts, grasslands, and forests. This species typically roosts in rock crevices of cliffs. 
This species drinks water but has a high ability to concentrate urine compared to bats of mesic 
habitats. This species has potential to forage in the project area and has been captured in Owen’s 
Valley. It is not expected to regularly roost in the project area due to the lack of large cliffs. 

Mohave Ground Squirrel 

5.6 Designated Critical Habitat 
No designated critical habitat is located near or within the project area. The nearest designated 
critical habitat is for Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis sierrae) and is located 
approximately five miles northwest of North Haiwee Reservoir. 

5.7 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Aquatic Resources 
The Alabama Gates, North and South Haiwee Reservoirs, and Merritt Cut all convey water from 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct and are maintained and operated by LADWP. The waters of the Los 
Angeles Aqueduct are partially ‘off-stream’ meaning that the aqueduct is sourced with water 
pumped from outside of its natural watershed. Sources include the Owens River and creeks from 
the Mono Basin Diversion that would have flowed into Mono Lake.  

Aquatic resources within the project area are under the potential jurisdiction of USACE, 
Lahontan RWQCB, and CDFW under CWA Section 404 and 401 and CFGC Section 1600, 
respectively. 

CWA permitting requirements are triggered when a pollutant is discharged into a jurisdictional 
water. The requirement of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Notification to CDFW may be 
required where a project may deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream, or lake. 

5.7.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The USACE may regulate aqueducts and canals as “waters of the United States” where they serve 
as tributaries, removing water from one part of the tributary network and moving it to another 
(Environmental Protection Agency [EPA] n.d.). The Los Angeles Aqueduct partially serves as a 
tributary of the Lower Owens River where diversions allow for return flow into the Owen’s River 
floodplain. The Lower Owens River may qualify as a Traditional Navigable Water. 
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Federal wetlands are defined in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as “areas that are inundated 
or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support (and do 
support, under normal circumstances) a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3[b], 40 CFR 230.3). To be meet the USACE definition of 
a wetland, an area must meet all three parameters for hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and 
wetland hydrology. The term “other waters of the United States” refers to seasonal or perennial 
water bodies, including lakes, stream channels, drainages, ponds, and other surface water features 
that exhibit an ordinary high-water mark but lack positive indicators for one or more of the three 
wetland parameters described above (33 CFR 328.4). The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 
has mapped areas of freshwater emergent and forested/shrub wetlands along the shorelines of the 
North and South Haiwee Reservoirs (Figures 4A and 4B). While NWI wetlands may not meet all 
three parameters required to be considered USACE wetlands, it is expected that USACE-
jurisdictional wetlands are present along the parameters of the North and South Haiwee 
Reservoirs. 

Vegetation communities that include hydrophytic vegetation include black willow thickets, 
Fremont cottonwood forest, hardstem bulrush marsh, and tamarisk thickets. 

5.7.2 Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
The Lahontan RWQCB regulates all USACE-jurisdictional waters under CWA Section 401 as 
well as all surface water, groundwater, wetlands and both point and nonpoint sources of pollution 
under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Water resources within the project area, 
including the waters conveyed by the Los Angeles Aqueduct and stored within the North and 
South Haiwee Reservoirs would be subject to RWQCB regulation. 

5.7.3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
CFGC Section 1600 et seq. applies to all perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral rivers, streams, 
and lakes in the state. CDFW jurisdiction generally extends to the top of bank of the stream or to 
the outer limit of the adjacent riparian vegetation, whichever is greater. Canals, aqueducts, 
irrigation ditches, other means of water conveyance, and reservoirs can also be considered 
streams or lakes under CDFW jurisdiction if they support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or 
terrestrial wildlife dependent on associated habitats. 

5.8 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 

5.8.1 Wildlife Movement 
Habitat linkages are contiguous areas of open space that connect two larger habitat areas. 
Linkages provide for the dispersal for a variety of species within the landscape. In addition, 
linkages can serve as primary habitat for some smaller species. Corridors are linear linkages 
between two or more habitat patches and provide for wildlife movement and dispersal. 
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The project area is part of the Pacific Flyway, a significant bird migration path in the western 
United States. North and South Haiwee Reservoirs provide stopover areas for migratory birds, 
particularly migratory waterfowl and shorebirds.  

The Alabama Gates, North and South Haiwee Reservoirs, or Merrit Cut are not expected to 
provide essential migratory habitat to terrestrial wildlife species, although certain terrestrial 
species may move along the margins of the reservoirs where water is readily available. The North 
and South Haiwee Reservoirs and Los Angeles Aqueduct may impede terrestrial wildlife 
movement as these features are generally steep-banked and difficult to cross. Wildlife movement 
within the vicinity of the project is also impeded by the SR-395 highway corridor and the 
naturally occurring difficult terrain of the badlands and erosional gullies. With the exception of 
these features, the majority of habitat surrounding the project area is undeveloped and open, 
allowing for generally unconstrained wildlife movement. 

Because the reservoirs and aqueduct are part of a largely isolated water supply system with only 
fixed intake locations and outlets, these features are not expected to provide habitat connectivity 
for aquatic species. 

5.8.2 Nursery Sites 
The project area includes habitats that may be used by native wildlife species as nursery sites. 
Aquatic species, including the various species of fish and amphibians described in Section 5.6 
below, breed within the reservoirs. The reservoir shorelines and emergent wetlands are expected 
to serve as nursery habitat for many of these aquatic species. Additionally, bats have the potential 
to use trees and structures surrounding the reservoirs and aqueduct as maternity roost sites. 

5.9 Common Wildlife 
Common wildlife species are those species that are not protected by the species-specific 
designations described for special-status species and may include both native and non-native 
species. General wildlife protection laws and statutes are applicable to certain common wildlife 
genera and species. MBTA and CFGC Sections 3503 and 3503.5 are applicable to common 
native bird and raptor species, and protections under CEQA for wildlife movement corridors and 
nursery sites apply to various common wildlife species. 

Fish species known to occur in the North and South Haiwee Reservoirs include brown trout 
(Salmo trutta), coastal rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus), largemouth bass 
(Micropterus salmoides), and western mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis) (Santos et al. 2018). 
These fish species are likely present due to stocking for recreational fishing that previously 
occurred at the reservoirs. 

Terrestrial reptile and amphibian species likely to utilize upland zones around the reservoirs and 
aqueduct include the western side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana elegans), Mohave Desert 
Sidewinder (Crotalus cerastes cerastes), Great Basin collared lizard (Crotaphytus bicinctores), 
western zebra-tailed lizard (Callisaurus draconoides rhodostictus), southern desert horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma platyrhinos calidiarum), Great Basin whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris tigris), and Great 
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Basin gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer deserticola). Common species likely to utilize the wet 
transition zones surrounding the reservoirs include western toad (Anaxyrus boreas) and American 
bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus). 

Various migratory and resident bird species are likely to utilize the habitats within the project 
area including rock wren (Salpinctes obsoletus), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), loggerhead 
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), common raven (Corvus corax), red-winged blackbird (Agelaius 
phoeniceus), and red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis). Waterfowl and shorebirds likely to occur 
at the reservoirs include American coot (Fulica americana), double-crested cormorant 
(Phalacrocorax auritus), ruddy duck (Oxyura jamaicensis), and pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus 
podiceps). 

Terrestrial mammals expected to occur in the project vicinity include deer mice (Peromyscus 
spp.), kangaroo rats (Dipodomys spp.), antelope ground squirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus), 
black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus auduboni), Virginia 
opossum (Didelphis virginiana), raccoon (Procyon lotor), bobcat (Lynx rufus), and coyote (Canis 
latrans) (Trimble 1999). Bat species expected to forage in the area include the canyon bat 
(Parastrellus hesperus), Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), Yuma myotis (Myotis 
yumanensis), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus) and others. Due to 
the arid climate and scarcity of water in the region, it is expected that the reservoirs and aqueduct 
may serve as important surface water sources to bat populations in the region. The area within 5 
miles of the project site contains multiple mine prospects, pits, and shafts, which could support 
bat roost colonies. Within the project area, LADWP aqueduct infrastructure (including Alabama 
Gates), as well as culverts, bridges, and mature riparian trees have the potential to provide day-
roost and maternity-roost habitat for bats. 
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CHAPTER 6 
Impact Analysis 

The potential for the project to impact biological resources is based on Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines (i.e., the Initial Study Checklist). Below are the biological resource questions that 
were considered. 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species 
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS? 

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations, 
or by the CDFW or USFWS? 

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

6.1 Special-Status Species 
This section describes the potential impacts to special-status species that may occur within or 
along the shoreline of each water body as a result of the proposed project. No critical habitat, as 
designated by USFWS, occurs in the project area. The staging areas for the herbicide application 
are developed to accommodate operational activities and do not contain special-status plant or 
animal species. 

6.1.1 Special-Status Plants 
As described in Chapter 5, aquatic plants describe free floating, submerged, and emergent plants 
that require standing water; shoreline plants describe plants that occur in wetland, riparian, 
shoreline, and playa habitats that do not require persistent standing water; and upland plants 
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describe plants that occur in habitats lacking a high water table, periodic flooding, or inundation. 
Potential impacts to special-status plant are analyzed below. 

Aquatic Plants 
Copper sulfate would be applied to directly to aquatic habitat within the project area. There are no 
aquatic special-status plant species with potential to occur in the aquatic habitats of the project 
area. No impact would occur.  

Shoreline Plants 
Special-status species with the potential to occur within wetlands, mesic sites, alkaline pools and 
plays, and sandy shorelines along the reservoir margins and aqueduct outflow locations include 
the Inyo County star-tulip, short-pedicelled cleomella, Parish’s popcornflower, Owen’s Valley 
checkerbloom, foxtail thelypodium, Bailey’s greasewood, and Mojave tarplant. While not 
exclusively wetland species, these plants are tied to locations with periodic inundation.  

The use of copper sulfate would be limited to aquatic environments and affected vegetation 
generally includes algae and submerged and floating broadleaf plants (DiTomaso 2012). The 
USEPA ascertains that their assessment of the ecological effects of copper sulfate “does not 
indicate a risk of concern to freshwater vascular plants or estuarine/marine plants” (USEPA 
2008). 

Only plant tissues present in water would potentially come in contact with copper sulfate. The 
special-status plant species with potential to occur in shoreline areas are more likely to occur in 
areas with saturated soils but no standing water, based on the habitat preferences of these species. 
These areas would generally be outside of the areas where applications would be targeted. Copper 
sulfate is not likely to be taken up through roots in soil substrate. Copper is generally considered 
to be biologically inactive in sediments (Gettys et al. 2009) because it becomes strongly adsorbed 
to the soil (DiTomaso et al. 2013). Therefore, even in inundated areas, plants rooted in soil are 
unlikely to take up toxic levels of copper via the root system. 

Wetland and shoreline special-status plant species, if present, are unlikely to be negatively 
affected by the application of copper sulfate because the majority of the above-ground tissue is 
typically present outside of the water column and limited plant tissue would come in contact with 
copper sulfate resulting in limited exposure. Non-aquatic plant species growing along the 
reservoir margins are unlikely to be exposed to enough copper sulfate to result in toxicity. As a 
result, potential impacts to special-status plants potentially occurring in shoreline areas would be 
less than significant. 

Upland Plants 
The copper sulfate would be applied at the reservoirs by aircraft with all loading, unloading, 
takeoff, and landing activities located in previously developed or disturbed areas. Additionally, 
all ground-based applications would use existing maintained access roads. No copper sulfate 
would be dispersed directly within upland habitat areas where special-status plants could be 
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present. Potential impacts to special-status plants potentially occurring in upland areas would be 
less than significant. 

To further reduce the potential for impacts to upland plant species resulting from accidental drift 
outside of intended application areas, the following Best Management Practice is recommended: 

BMP-1 – Wind Restrictions: Copper sulfate applications would not be conducted if 
continuous wind velocity exceeds 10 miles per hour to minimize the potential for drift.  

6.1.2 Special-Status Wildlife 

Aquatic Wildlife 
Impacts to aquatic wildlife could occur through immediate exposure and toxicity, long-term 
exposure and bioaccumulation, and through post-application decreases in dissolved oxygen. 
Studies have shown that the application of copper sulfate to surface waters for nuisance algae 
control in reservoirs has no apparent negative effects for most adult game fish (Anderson et al. 
2001). However, copper sulfate has been shown to be toxic to larval fish and aquatic invertebrates 
(Diamond et al. 1997; TOXNET 1975-1986). CDFW laboratory tests have shown that 
concentrations of 1,000 parts per billion (ppb) are many times below the toxicity values for delta 
smelt (California Department of Boating and Waterways [DBW] 2001). Salmonids tend to be 
more sensitive to copper sulfate than other fish species but tests for rainbow trout have also 
shown toxicity values many times higher than the application concentrations that would occur 
with this project (DBW 2001). Copper concentrations would be applied according to the label to 
achieve a maximum concentration of 1,000 ppb, well below any known concentrations that may 
be toxic to fish in the project area. However, this refers to the concentration of copper suspended 
in the water column and does not account for direct interactions with copper-laden sediments and 
algae. 

While not associated with direct copper toxicity, aquatic herbicides, including copper sulfate have 
the potential to result in temporary decreases in dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations in water if 
large blooms of algae are treated at one time or through frequent treatments that occur over a 
relatively short duration.  Low DO concentrations (< 5 to 6 mg/L) can occur when the 
decomposition of organic matter (dead algal matter) results in high biological oxygen demand 
(BOD). Sudden increases in BOD and associated decreases in DO (below 5 to 6 mg/L for warm-
water fish and below 6 to 8 mg/L for cold-water fish) can result in conditions that are unsuitable 
for fish and lead to fish kills (SWRCB 2004). Substantial decreases in DO are not expected to 
result from copper sulfate applications because LADWP has developed an APAP describing their 
copper sulfate applications, including best management practices (BMPs), and water quality 
monitoring programs. 

Based on a review of copper concentration toxicities to fish and other aquatic species, the 
concentrations of copper that would be achieved with applications of copper, and bioavailability 
of copper in reservoir sediments, impacts resulting from copper sulfate exposure would be less 
than significant. In addition, no aquatic special-status wildlife species are known or expected to 
occur within the project area, therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Shoreline Wildlife 
The following special-status shoreline wildlife species have potential to occur in the project area 
or vicinity: long-eared owl, western snowy plover, northern harrier, bald eagle, yellow-breasted 
chat, least bittern, southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, and Owen’s Valley vole. 
Shoreline wildlife species are not likely to come in direct contact with applications because they 
do not directly inhabit aquatic habitats. Shoreline species that inhabit riparian and wetland areas 
and forage predominantly on non-aquatic prey are not expected to be subject to significant copper 
sulfate exposure.  

However, shoreline species that consume aquatic prey, including the bald eagle and least bittern, 
may be exposed to copper sulfates. Impacts to shoreline wildlife that feed directly on aquatic prey 
species could occur through bioaccumulation and immediate exposure and toxicity through 
consumption of contaminated prey species. These potential exposure routes are described below. 

Immediate Exposure and Toxicity 
Wildlife species that utilize aquatic habitats for foraging could be exposed to copper sulfate if 
they consume prey species that are present in the application areas during periods when 
applications are taking place or if they consume prey species that interact with the water or 
sediments following applications.  

Copper sulfate exposure poses less of a threat to birds than to other animals, with the lowest lethal 
dose for this material in pigeons and ducks being 1,000 parts per million (ppm) (Tucker and 
Crabtree 1970). This toxicity value is many times higher than the target application 
concentrations that would occur for this project. However, if copper sulfate applications 
inadvertently exceed target concentrations, immediate exposure and toxicity could occur, 
resulting in potentially significant impacts to shoreline wildlife species. The following 
mitigation measures are recommended: 

BIO-1 – Remedial Actions: If levels of copper sulfate measured during monitoring 
conducted under the Aquatic Pesticides Application Plan exceed those recommended in 
manufacturer application guidelines, remedial measures shall be implemented, such as 
the addition of coagulant additives and a refinement of application procedures. 

BIO-2 – Fish and Wildlife Toxicity Monitoring: In addition to monitoring activities 
specified under the Aquatic Pesticides Application Plan, monitoring shall include visual 
fish and wildlife monitoring during and up to at least 7 days after applications. If 
distressed wildlife is observed during monitoring with the cause of distress potentially 
associate with the copper sulfate applications, application procedures would be refined in 
order to avoid any potential harm. If deceased wildlife is detected during or after 
applications with an unknown cause of death, specimens would be sent for necropsies 
would be conducted to determine the cause of death.  

Because the potential for special-status species exposure to copper sulfate applications is low and 
because targeted application concentrations of copper sulfate are substantially lower than toxicity 
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thresholds for special-status wildlife, with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and 
BIO-2, impacts associated with immediate exposure and toxicity would be less than significant. 

Long-term Exposure and Bioaccumulation 
Although copper sulfate is highly water soluble; that is, it dissolves very easily in water, the 
copper ions are strongly adsorbed by soil (lake-bottom sediment) particles following applications 
(TOXNET 1975-1986). Copper compounds, or precipitates, also settle out of solution in a process 
called precipitation. Copper that is absorbed by sediments and copper precipitates are biologically 
inactive, meaning that they do not undergo further biological changes (Gangstad 1986). 
Additionally, copper that is not in a soluble form (i.e., absorbed by sediment or copper 
precipitate) is less available for uptake into the food web and less toxic (Moffett et al. 1998). 
Because copper sulfate applications are expected to be rapidly absorbed by lake sediments 
(TOXNET 1975-1986) and/or form precipitates and fall out of solution, and these forms are much 
less bio-available and toxic.  

Impacts associated with long-term exposure and bioaccumulation of copper are less than 
significant. 

Upland Wildlife 
As discussed above for special-status plants, copper sulfate would not be applied to uplands; 
therefore, copper sulfate applications are not anticipated to affect upland special-status wildlife 
species. However, activities associated with applications would occur adjacent to upland habitat 
and have the potential to result in potentially significant impacts to upland special-status species. 
Vehicles traveling on access roads could result in mortalities to special-status species, such as the 
desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel, during copper sulfate applications. To reduce these 
impacts to less than significant, the following measures are recommended. 

BIO-3 – Driving and speed Limits: All vehicles associated with copper sulfate 
applications and monitoring shall travel at posted speed limits or at speeds of 15 miles 
per hour or less on unpaved access roads where no speed limit is posted. Vehicles 
associated with the project shall remain on existing roads at all times. 

BIO-4 – Parked Vehicle Checks: When vehicles are parked along dirt access roads for 
more than 5 minutes, the vehicle operator shall inspect beneath the tires for wildlife prior 
operating the vehicle to ensure that wildlife are not in harm’s way.  

Application activities have the potential to disturb nesting special-status birds in adjacent native 
habitats, including loggerhead shrikes, burrowing owls, and Le Conte’s thrashers. To reduce 
impacts to nesting special-status bird species, the following measure is recommended: 

BIO-5 – Nesting Bird Surveys: All ground activities shall remain on access roads and in 
established work areas. If ground activities will occur in undisturbed areas that provide 
habitat for nesting birds, a qualified biologist shall conduct a bird nest survey within in 
areas that will be disturbed no more than 3 days prior to those activities occurring. If 
active nests are found, buffers and/or nest monitoring shall be implemented around each 
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nest based on the species, location of the nest, and type of activity occurring, as 
determined by a qualified biologist.  

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5, impacts to upland special-status 
species and nesting birds would be less than significant. 

6.2 Riparian Habitat and Sensitive Natural 
Communities 

Potential sensitive natural communities present in the project vicinity include Black Willow 
Thickets, Fourwing Saltbush Scrub, Fremont Cottonwood Forest, Hardstem Bulrush Marsh, 
Joshua Tree Woodland, Rubber Rabbitbrush Scrub, Shadscale Scrub, and Spiny Menodora Scrub. 

Because copper sulfates and associated activities would avoid upland natural communities, no 
impact would occur to upland sensitive natural communities, including Fourwing Saltbush Scrub, 
Joshua Tree Woodland, Rubber Rabbitbrush Scrub, Shadscale Scrub, and Spiny Menodora Scrub. 
However, wetland and riparian sensitive natural communities, including Black Willow Thickets, 
Fremont Cottonwood Forest, and Hardstem Bulrush Marsh may experience minor exposure to 
copper sulfates where they are exposed to water from the reservoirs. 

While not expected to result in direct wetland or riparian plant mortality, copper sulfates reaching 
riparian and wetland habitats have the potential to disrupt certain ecological processes within 
those habitats and reduce the overall ecological health of the community, leaving some plants 
more susceptible to disease. Because copper sulfates are toxic to bacteria and fungi, it is expected 
that they could result in negative impacts to mycorrhizae. Mycorrhiza is a fungi that has a 
symbiotic association with a vascular host plant, assisting the host plant with nutrient exchanges, 
disease resistance, drought tolerance, and salinity resistance (Zeng 2006; Porcel et al. 2012). 
However, due to the limited amount of copper sulfate exposure that these communities would 
experience, these impacts would be less than significant.  

6.3 Federal Wetlands 
The North and South Haiwee Reservoirs contain wetland features that may be considered 
jurisdictional by the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the RWQCB under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and CDFW under California Fish and Game Code (including 
riparian habitat, and/or other vegetation communities considered sensitive by CDFW). 
Additionally, Alabama Gates includes an outfall draining directly into wetlands along the Owen’s 
River floodplain. 

No loss of wetland features that may be considered jurisdictional by the USACE, RWQCB, or 
CDFW; nor the loss of riparian habitat, or other communities considered sensitive by CDFW, 
would occur as a result of the proposed project. The project does not propose to remove, fill, or 
alter the existing wetland or riparian features within any of the water bodies. In addition, no water 
releases to adjacent wetland or riparian areas outside of the closed aqueduct system would occur 
during or immediately after copper sulfate applications. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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6.4 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 
The project area is not expected to function as a significant movement corridor for terrestrial 
species because the aqueduct and reservoirs impede terrestrial wildlife movement. Because the 
reservoirs and aqueduct are part of a largely isolated water supply system with only fixed intake 
locations and outlets, these features are not expected to provide habitat connectivity for aquatic 
species. 

The open water habitat provided by the reservoir provides important habitat for migrating 
shorebirds and waterfowl along the Eastern Sierra route of the greater Pacific Flyway. Small 
patches of wetland and riparian habitat surrounding the reservoirs may also provide important 
stopover habitat for migrating bird species, however, as described above, these habitats would not 
be impacted. Additionally, during aerial applications, migrating waterfowl or other avian species 
utilizing the water bodies would be able to utilize other areas of the reservoirs located away from 
the noise of the aircraft. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement corridors would be less than 
significant.  

The project area may provide wildlife nursery habitat in nearby potential roost structures and 
trees for bat maternity colonies; however, the aerial applications would not target shoreline areas, 
and the project would not disturb structures or trees along the reservoir shorelines, therefore, 
impacts to bat maternity colonies are not expected to occur.  

The project area may provide wildlife nursery habitat in the form of shallow waters for fish and 
amphibian maturation. Potential impacts to fish and aquatic wildlife nursery sites could result 
from direct toxicity and post-application decreases in dissolved oxygen. Studies have shown that 
the application of copper sulfate to surface waters for nuisance algae control in reservoirs have no 
apparent negative effects for most adult game fish (Anderson et al. 2001). However, copper 
sulfate has been shown to be toxic to larval fish and aquatic invertebrates (Diamond et al. 1997; 
TOXNET 1975-1986). CDFW laboratory tests have shown that concentrations of 1,000 parts per 
billion (ppb) are many times below the toxicity values for delta smelt (California Department of 
Boating and Waterways [DBW] 2001). Salmonids tend to be more sensitive to copper sulfate 
than other fish species but tests for rainbow trout have also shown toxicity values many times 
higher than the application concentrations that would occur with this project (DBW 2001). 
Copper concentrations would be applied according to the label to achieve a maximum 
concentration of 1,000 ppb, well below any known concentrations that may be toxic to fish in the 
project area. However, this refers to the concentration of copper suspended in the water column 
and does not account for direct interactions with copper-laden sediments and algae. 

While not associated with direct copper toxicity, aquatic herbicides, including copper sulfate have 
the potential to result in temporary decreases in dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations in water if 
large blooms of algae are treated at one time or through frequent treatments that occur over a 
relatively short duration.  Low DO concentrations (< 5 to 6 mg/L) can occur when the 
decomposition of organic matter (dead algal matter) results in high biological oxygen demand 
(BOD). Sudden increases in BOD and associated decreases in DO (below 5 to 6 mg/L for warm-
water fish and below 6 to 8 mg/L for cold-water fish) can result in conditions that are unsuitable 
for fish and lead to fish kills (SWRCB 2004). Substantial decreases in DO are not expected to 
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result from copper sulfate applications because LADWP has developed an APAP describing their 
copper sulfate applications, including best management practices (BMPs), and water quality 
monitoring programs.  

Based on this review of copper concentration toxicities to fish, the concentrations of copper that 
would be achieved with applications of copper, and bioavailability of copper in reservoir 
sediments, significant impacts to aquatic nursery sites are not expected to resulting from copper 
sulfate exposure. Additionally, the project area does not provide uniquely valuable nursery habitat 
for these species and habitat provided by the reservoirs is artificial with fish species introduced 
for recreational purposes. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (fish and wildlife toxicity monitoring) would further reduce the 
potential for impacts to aquatic wildlife nursery sites.  

6.5 Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological 
Resources 

The project would not conflict with the Inyo County General Plan because the goal and policies 
of this plan are not applicable to the activities occurring under the proposed project. No impact 
would occur. 

6.6 Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural 
Community Conservation Plans 

No adopted NCCPs, HCPs, or other conservation plans occur within the project area; therefore, 
the proposed project would not conflict with any provisions of such adopted plans, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. In addition, the proposed project does 
not conflict with any provisions of the draft HCP. No impact would occur. 

6.7 Cumulative Effects 

6.7.1 Special-Status Plants 

Aquatic Plants 
No aquatic special-status plants are expected to occur in the project vicinity, therefore, no 
cumulative effects would occur. 

Shoreline Plants 
Cumulative effects to shoreline plants could result from additional facilities maintenance 
activities along the aqueduct and around the reservoirs. These activities could include vegetation 
removal and use of other additives and treatments within the reservoir and aqueduct system. The 
addition of copper sulfates from the proposed project is not expected to contribute to incremental 
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effects in a way that would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative effects would be 
less than significant. 

Upland Plants 
Cumulative effects to upland plants could result from additional facilities maintenance activities 
along the aqueduct and around the reservoirs. These activities could include vegetation removal 
or development of natural habitats. However, the proposed project is located in a relatively 
undeveloped area, and the addition of copper sulfates contributed by the proposed project is not 
expected to contribute to incremental effects in a way that would be cumulatively considerable. 
Therefore, cumulative effects would be less than significant. 

6.7.2 Special-Status Wildlife 

Aquatic Wildlife 
No special-status aquatic wildlife species are expected to occur in the project area; therefore, no 
cumulative effects would occur.  

Shoreline Wildlife 
Cumulative effects to special-status shoreline wildlife could occur as a result of bioaccumulation 
related to previous copper sulfate treatments, as well as due to the effects of ongoing operations 
and maintenance activities at the reservoirs and aqueduct. 

While it is expected that copper sulfate applied in the aqueduct would be largely carried 
downstream and become continually more diluted, it is expected that copper applications in the 
reservoirs would likely accumulate in the bottom sediments of the reservoirs. Because copper 
sulfate could result in wildlife toxicity due to bioaccumulation or direct toxicity from exposure to 
accumulated copper sulfates in bottom sediments from repeat applications, including previous 
applications that are not part of the proposed project, cumulative effects to shoreline wildlife 
species could be potentially significant, depending on the existing levels of copper sulfates within 
sediments. To reduce this potentially significant cumulative effect, the following measure is 
recommended: 

BIO-6 – Aquatic Pesticide Monitoring Program: The APAP shall include a monitoring 
component to assess the current and future levels of copper sulfate accumulation in 
reservoir sediments and/or aquatic organisms to determine whether future copper sulfate 
applications could result in the introduction of toxic levels of copper sulfates into the 
food chain. The APAP’s monitoring requirements shall assess the potential for 
compounding (or mitigating) effects if multiple types chemical applications within the 
same waterbody, and shall include a biological sampling component to ensure that 
bioaccumulation of copper sulfates within the ecosystem is not reaching levels of 
concern, as determined by the U.S. EPA Office of Pesticide Programs.  
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With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6, cumulative effects to shoreline special-status 
wildlife would be less than significant. 

Upland Wildlife 
Ongoing operations and maintenance activities that occur at the reservoirs and aqueduct in 
addition to the proposed project are assumed to be relatively low impact; therefore, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-3 and BIO-4 to reduce the project’s contribution to 
cumulative vehicle related mortalities to wildlife species such as desert tortoise; implementation 
of MM BIO-5 to reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative effects to nesting upland birds; 
and with implementation of an aquatic pesticide monitoring program under Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6 to reduce the project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to upland wildlife 
through bioaccumulation within the food chain, overall cumulative effects to upland special-
status wildlife would be less than significant. 

6.7.2 Riparian Habitat and Sensitive Natural Communities 
Cumulative impacts to riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities could occur due to 
copper sulfate accumulation in the sediments and shorelines of reservoirs from applications prior 
to those under the proposed project. Accumulation of copper sulfate could disrupt ecological 
processes and decrease the health of these communities. However, with implementation of a 
pesticide monitoring program under MM BIO-6, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 

6.7.3 Federal Wetlands 
The project would not result in direct impacts to federal wetlands or the loss of federal wetlands. 
Ecological impacts to federal wetlands would be the same as those described under riparian 
habitat and sensitive natural communities.  Accumulation of copper sulfate from the project in 
combination with copper sulfate from previous applications could disrupt ecological processes 
and decrease the health of these communities. However, with implementation of a pesticide 
monitoring program under Mitigation Measure BIO-6, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 

6.7.4 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 
The project site generally does not provide a corridor for the movement of terrestrial or aquatic 
wildlife species. Migratory waterfowl and shorebirds may use the reservoirs as stopover habitat 
during migration, but in combination with additional past, current, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, the proposed project is not expected to cumulatively constrain the use of this 
habitat. Cumulative impacts to wildlife movement would be less than significant. 

The project area may provide wildlife nursery habitat in the form of shallow waters for fish and 
amphibian maturation and nearby potential roost structures and trees for bat maternity colonies. 
However, the project area does not provide uniquely valuable nursery habitat for these species 
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and the provided aquatic habitat is artificial with fish species introduced for recreational purposes. 
Cumulative impacts to wildlife nursery sites would be less than significant.  

6.7.5 Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological 
Resources 
No local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources are applicable to the proposed 
project; therefore, cumulatively there would be no impact 

6.7.6 Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Community 
Conservation Plans 

No adopted conservation plans apply to the project area; therefore, cumulatively there would be 
no impact. 
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

145 Cajon loamy sand, stratified 
substratum, 0 to 5 percent 
slopes

290.8 6.9%

162 Centennial-Helendale 
complex, 2 to 9 percent 
slopes

721.6 17.2%

207 Helendale-Cajon complex, 0 to 
5 percent slopes

908.2 21.7%

230 Lithic Torriorthents-Badland 
complex, 15 to 75 percent 
slopes

496.6 11.8%

273 Neuralia-Timosea-Typic 
Argidurids complex, 2 to 15 
percent slopes

882.3 21.1%

323 Timosea-Neuralia complex, 2 
to 9 percent slopes

230.4 5.5%

381 Water 598.7 14.3%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area 4,128.5 98.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 4,190.8 100.0%

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

NOTCOM No Digital Data Available 62.2 1.5%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area 62.2 1.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 4,190.8 100.0%

Soil Map—Benton-Owens Valley Area Parts of Inyo and Mono Counties, California, and Inyo 
County Area, California

North Haiwee

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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